e TR R ¥s
O ICRENEIRE W SRR e & s
LN Rt phi ks
AN U - AR AN
T o ST
v R [ N
. e B
} “ -
! Coe
L 3% [ >
Bl " M
T 4 N
N, ., o
. - -
- B - © ‘ A
. . .
.
,.y i ot .
* .. s .
! . -
, oo . 3
! . Y
v )
[ T s - ®
*n. pd&ﬂ%«xy;,, .\SJ\:«X e e Ju:.{c, e 2 g n e
S L - . R Y
1 o 4k A e gy ermm
- J,MM.: ;u}}{ b e X .% TIRTSeT G e o sy
oY RTR S s R S BT e 3 e




’/nocdu;nr RESUME

PN

BD 149 676 . o | - . HE 099 589
AUTHOR Schietinger, B. F., Ed. S
' +TITLE Introductory Papers on-Institutional Research. -
INSTITUTION Southern Regional Education Eoard, Atlamtz, Ga.-
J-PUB DATE 68 o -
NOTE ° 206§Tf Papers presented at the athens Workshog on'
Institutional Research (July 1967) + Fages 52-59. may
. be marginally legible due to small tyge. - '
EDRS PRICE "MF-$0.83 HC-$11.37 Plus Postage. - .
DESCRIPTORS *Budgeting; *College Adginistration; #*College -
Admission; *College Plapming; College Students; Data
Proc¢essing; Enrollment .Projecticns; *Faculty
Workload; Higher Education; Infcrna*ion Systems;
*Institutional Research; Plamnning; Rese€arch Needs;

. . .

' , Research Utilizdtien

-
-

. Papers include: the role of instituticnal research in
-.the Banagerial revolution in higher education (¥. Hugh Stickler);
student studies in the institutional research pregras (W. Hugh
" Stickler); needed research studies in ccllege admissicns (Camergn
Fincher); an introduction to bmdgetary analysis- (James L. Miller) ;
v "future enrollments and planning (L. Joseph Lins); projections for,
. campus planning- (Ls Joseph Lims); and ‘data reporting.(L. Joseph ¢
Lins). (MSE) ’ < : -

ABSTRACT L

~ ) \

- .\

\************ittttttttttti*******tt**t#g#i;@***###(4####*;*3*#::4@:*****

x Reproductions.supplied by EDRS.are the best that cap be made T %

P ‘from the original ‘document. T A
. *****;**gt*«*q*ttttttt*gﬁkﬁ******tttttt#*##**t}i#*#####**#*#thytt*#**** /.

»

Q




~al :
. i
L —
- ac
AR
3 .

,
.
. . »
’
. .
* ]
- , LY LN
[ L .
-
. .
. . -
. . -
N .
N +
o
- N . . .
. L) l .
.
.
_ .
. . . .
. .
. - - .
e
. -’ L
, ' o —
N . ~ © .
A Y
;r L]
v ‘ -~ )
0 - *
N * s . ‘
» . v ‘
1} ' *
M v ' -
- - » . <
- . - * ~
.. I
2 . . v N
= o~ LT e o7
I ) <3 .
. A .
- M
.. ¥ - » +
bl + .’ o v
- - ’ . °
. . . . ’ 1.
-+ 'SOUTHERN' REGIONAL EDUCA
. ‘ . .t N )
, N 4 .
s . ! .
. .
. .
‘ R - .
. » ‘ '
. - . 4 - ¢
* “ N - i -
. oot .’ -

.
I
>

k.

~ - RESEARCH . . .

* o ' 2 . .

o

TlQ.N,,/AB‘QARI-)' e

- on INSTITUTIONAL  ~ .

. ‘ = ’ : e ‘- ] -
— — '. - . . .
. Eal . - Y,
- g = - - — . . “n- - . - -
“a ¢ . . , . .-
19 . “ . N .. . - . . .
o« - .' 4 " ) - ' . 'y .
) ) : . ’ 2 * -
S » ) . 3 - —_
. . L2 i _ . - .
s n IRODUCTORi ’ ’ ’
© ) . . . . . . .
. ¥ . . . -
¥ ._'7 . . ¢ .
b <. Toape - . 3

© o 7

o 34
L

(Y

PRI

Y

}

.V
%
3
»
iy,

-
t
.-

[N

j

.

N . R

gy S0
Arefteltea o

5

-

-
bt 2
y B o

A 3
reial

s B 2, sy
o PR St e R
s ; Y

RIS REL AL 5

. P N

Fher o
- - > -y




. -
i

;'5 - Ty i ;

.- - . *ae . . -
3 . ! . R
< * P N ’ . . . . N ~ o et
€ - - e - i - hd . < < - R ’)s - R

Mg N . . o '_\?‘u PR N
. ’ R 5 s v
* ) . ! e ) . ‘ ’ L ‘
« - 4 v - - -
, 9 -, .o o et 1 ) B
e . 22k L 4 B . -
- - / ‘ «
P « * 4 h c ., - 4 ‘ ’ © L E
PR [ - -" .
. ’\ [ o -,
. te - A .
. . B P v
A Ov v
. B v
¥ ) INTRODUCTORY PAPERS ON}'&NSTI%IONAL RESEARCH
f* . - R . " ) »" AN
‘v 2 . A [ M .y
. -~ - e ‘“ P ' - - et . T ’
- ~ - “ . . O v
P— - s .
. i R - _ . .
. , N . . _*, i " e ~
Lo [RwS S . . R ~
v , .~ . N . .. ¥ '
. -~ N \ [y
;4‘“‘5‘ - M ) ' 2 . } * .
R LF . LT N - ] b , ,
s . . ‘ ¢
- <
- - \ - - ' -
& , ] R ¢ * ‘ . N
. . . « Edited by ) , . .
. » ' :
. . . -
L E. F. Sthietinger - . : ’
‘ ’ { - s . . ] ) -
o - ° , ~ . T, . . . N ' "
s 2 . N . s ]
s M r - . { . . - 1
\‘"“‘ oo Yy e * \ ‘- . ' ) > Lot -
. v %
N . Ay 3 .
. . - . “ e . - \
o ‘ ’ N ¢ * tre S ®
. AN
~ .\m’$ il ' - . - ,
RARTINEN . > - 0
A 5 ® NN f . ‘ \
. . - - T
] N . L‘ ] . . IS -~ Ty . ‘ B -
- - v . * . ) cw ) W oue
-A' - * . 4 . -~ N .
o . <
) & : b . % ¢ = P
. .. X N -5 . . T .. P I .
. . < - * ' , .
. - Vo - Coatn ot nr g
. ) . ' s
/ ‘ . . o . N -
2 I3 . K ¢ e s .
. - , . .
. e . = ’ M - :
) oot } - . ’mﬁ”:
s ) \o - o \ o T - . PO ‘
. . “ SOUTHERN REGIONAL EDUCATION BOARD ~ =~ * .
A . s 130 Sixth)Street, N,W. * - ‘ b
' . e *  Atlanta, Georgia 30313 v L. « L R
. : e ) 1968 e R e
. VR . oot . : Vv
. W v ’ ' . e - “
., * . ’ ! o U © Nt
R - N - 74 * ¥ e . - o - 7
B PR : . - ) . L
’ o ' o ) , - ~
g * ' : Lo JRE
'F lC ‘ I : g .
* - e ! y T
., . . I ' : RGP P

Pt




. - ’? : s N . Pt
, » FOREWORD - .,
. R A T Top o

' y \ NI . - . .

-Southern Reglonal Educaglon Board staff were among the ear11est to

e,

initiate the ‘promotion, at a natlonal tlevel » of the institutional research

r
.

‘concept. -Beginning in the year 196Qg some ten regional meetlhgs have been .
. . o PR
co- sponsored by SREB on thlS ;oplc h 1ntroducto€¥ or1entat10ns to the °* ‘
general area of 1nst1tutiona1 re¢search, spec1a} conferences on sub-topics . .

- 4
. Such. aSrstudent studies, concentrated workShops on.institutional research. n

‘ .

o~

. ERI

R A v Provided by R
[ O
4

5 P

veral volumes of partial gr completé proceedlngs have been publlshed bv

. = Iy i .
the Board . ' ‘ . 4 ’

v . M
D~ . ' ' . .. .
The Athens Workshop on Institutional Research, ‘co-sponsored with the

Yniversity' of georgia,'July 16-20, 1967,Qrésu1ted in the _present-set of ~ *

.- . ’

\
papers~ Although the volume of publlcatlons on }nstitptlo al research * . )

mu1t1p11es year by year, there is still a dearth of materlals suitable for .

the purpose “of orienting the newcomer into the field..

’

In light of this+ -
,

_vacuum, tredtments such as the present report ¢an f111 a most useful functlon

Wt

The educational admlnlstrator should be fully aware that thpre can be ho
[ .. . .
permanent cod1£1cat10n of‘prqcedures in%a f1e1d which must rema1n 1n the . 9 ~.
B 4 - l.

. forefront of the changfn/ wh11e change 1tse1f 1s the watchWbrd of h1gher'- s

‘s("' - P L4 - . (-
educationdl relevance: to the modern world. : : .

- .

.
. 2 “a ‘ PR N R
¥ . *« v . M

. » 'l

v

Winfred L, Godwin

L

Director
P AN
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The keynote of the Athens,Workshop on Jnstitutional Re\s‘éaf“th was set
! e

PRy
PR3

. hby W. Hugh.Stickler, quoting Rourke *and Brooks (1966y,1 ", . . institutional -
* research is a variegated form of organlzatlpnal self- study dQ§1gned to hélp .

colleges and wiversifies gather an expanding range of xnformauon about ‘

A their own internal operahons an'd the effeétlveness wfth wh'lch they are uszng

\
the1r resources." ’I'he concept of ceﬂ-unumg self-sugy,jxskcentral ?:o thlS 3
L . 1
definition. 'I;he emphasls upon the colleges’ an uni\cersames' "own 1nterna1" .
¢ ”» £ & .
' 3,
perat1ons and ej;‘fectweness" places themf cus on the 1nd1v1dua1 1nst1tut10n

e - ;. ’?’1 -

rather’ than upon- h;ghei*\educatlon in gener ""'Th:.s workshép was indeed

5\.‘

3

“planned for personnel in the f1e1d of applled 1qgt1tut1ona1 research, rather
than for studentg 1nterested ng_&he broader and more basic ‘field of research

in hlgher education. It wasrd'esmnéd’ as an‘mtroductlon to some half-dozen

s

R c
.Y topical 'f1e1ds in wh1ch se{f-study, ‘.conducted or organized by a central
* 4.’ e 4
- N
_ insti'tutional research’ office, has become most wldesaread today, £ :
— — e 3 . N Z. . Na . . ' o~ A . ;/ ) ] - ~ \?
. . x‘[ —

* ! fl

N 2

ra,

1'I'hi'oughout: thls report parenthetlcal niotation is used' in c1t;ng
references listed at the end of each paper. See end of first .paper for
source of above quotatlon. g . . . ()
- - © . - A -
an a dlscussm’n not availablé for inclusion in thlS volume, ,the.fleld
. of campus planning and facilities analysis was treated'by James I. Doi,
¥ . Professor of Higher Education, Un1ver51ty of Michigan. Other~workshop ’
. presentations which do not appear here are,a panel discussion on “"Organization
“  for Institutidnal Research," moderated by ‘Galen N. Drewry, Director, Instltute
of Highet Edl{cation, University of Georgia; afnd a panel dlscuss:Lon on
"Isgues ,0f Implementing Institutional Research,' modérated by A. J‘ Brumbaugh,

. J{nsultant, Southern Reg1ona1 Education Bodrd. |
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, . Stickler's paper on student studies revmWs the general dimensions of

¢ the first topical fleld prQV1d1ng a feel for the kinds of problems which

. V’ <

.

C o have animated recent research on,student populatlonj “ For the 1,st1tutlona1'

N .

s
researcher who is wondering wheré to start St1ck1er S practlcal suggestlons
s N

on '‘bolts and nuts' in_student studJ.es offers possibilities. The fiwst
[N P @ r

3 category--"routme an,d repet1t1ve datar gatherl

‘e

'~-1s, in fact, the indis-

- . -
. pensable p01nt of departure for any on-going rongf 1ns\unona1 research
t . .

which is to be responsive to the lypes of fuestiong”which are commonly d1rected

a

. to offJ:ces of 1nst1tut10nalhresearch e problem ofﬂlow to systématize

3

“"routine and repet1t1ve data gathe g:': without this activity becoming an

. end\in itself proved to be a th

¢ . . . .Y o sty o A

- *
e

“Pag,
. to their own responsib t1es, the. greatest. *number of Workshop part1c1pants
, chose student/sﬁb\iﬂies,as paramount. \ :
. A

»
-

-, of al ernatives. The study bf fa.culty load through structured repogtlng
Lo e
pro dures illustrates a sa'11ent po1nt th.ch emerged in the course of the

‘o /’ .

yhamlc enlarglng prdécess, may in fact be subjected to restnctlons and
unda 1es imposed by-the‘deflnltlons required ofor 1nst1tut.1ona1 study. That
the ''e andmg z‘ange of 1nformat1on" which the colleges and un1vers1t1es

; gathei' may in fact 1nf1uente the nature oxf the educational operatlon was’

1mp1{ed by fSteckleln in .h;Ls rev1ew of purposes for which faculty load studies -

ma}'/ée conductfd ‘. < ] '

- LA S 1

Q -«._.;' - ) . .
LRIC T T T w0

o~

i P4

St o %
'

+

the’ Tespective institutional research topics

facug load Obviously the‘ local situation will affect the selection

CLdi u551ons. _Jit was noted that the educatlonal operatlon which should be

e which recurred. ~ Incidentally, when qu‘e\ried

.




e o TR . : {
4 M the-institutionial relearch ‘operation is sometimes suspected of
imposing an implicit threat to the vigor of the educéiional proEpss, an
¢ v .

even morg, frequently octurring source of perplex1ty seems to be that of

°

the explicit role of the institutional research officer vis-a-vis policy

- o \

implications‘of 1nstitutional‘research findings. Cameron Fincher deals

- .

w1th a tOplC which might be parthularly conducive to ambivalences r; this. '

reggrd. His presepgation’suggests that "the study of factors havin% to do

with-the' admissions process need not be a sterile preoccupation with minute

differences in degree of precisionvattained in predicting sucé8ss in college.
. [

The more provocative questions which adm1551ons researchers may ask are in
°
fact the bread and butter questions of many a college and university: Wh§*§,.

shall be admitted and how shall the adm1551ons decisions be Justified9 What

recru1tment practices are indicated? And so forth:

"* " There is a school of thought which maintains that analysis of any ques-
3 . .o

hid . ’
N v

tion’may result in‘completely object%ye findings, the interpretation\of which

2
may be confined to a’'series of sta;ements reviewing each possible course of

action and*a description of its consequences. Fincher's discu551on appegis
<').v'

to make abundantly g‘ggr, however, “that merely raising certain questions for

-

study may itself connote more definite commitment to ,a p01nt of vigw by a
e .

S N N - ~ - ,
researcher than will any of the possible answérs which his findings may yield.
. > »

<

The paper on institutional research and institutional budgets concerns

A

* the‘topic, among v&:se treated at this workshbp, which is perhaps least oftén
. -~ . ~ » ' 1]

an object of analysis by”institutional research offices. But,if institutional .

. v .
N 14

” - . .. . . P
research concerns the "effectiveness with which the colleges apd universities

: ~ . A 3 . -~
are using their resources," then the finances of the ipstitution54cert5ig}y
> BN

constitute a crucial topic of analysis. If such analysis is-not cconducted

v

by the office which performs most studfes in an,institution, there needs to
- o R . t v

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




be especlally"jlose 11aison between that pomt an& the office which condqcts -
A .
fiscal analyses. U1t1mate1y, a11 of the institution! s\'e.sources derive -from

money, and the language for evaluating effectiveness of resource utili;atlon
‘- * M

°

L !
is the language of the ledgér. James L. Miller, Jr. UnderScorés the réquire-

] - - . \ .
.. ment that figcal analysis be congruent with academic values, a goal which -
may well involve close participation of inst‘itutionzil research personnel as’ o

well as_faculty in' the framing of 'categorfes used in reporting fiscal data:’

- ’

Implied in almost any ratlonale for.mstltutlonal research would’be the !

concept of change. There is no Just1f1eat10n for-{tudy,q.ng the internal et

‘

operat:,ons.of— an institution except in the expectation df bringing about

" ) '.
. . ", " ~ . B N - a
improvements or of planning for growtlh--usually both. Thus, in a real sensef, .
. ) 1 : : o
- the quantitative outcome<pf institutional research is the construction of
- . - .

rojections--projection of enrollments, ro_]ectlon of pro Tams’, "pro ectlon
P P P g proj

of faculty requirements, pzo;ectlon of fac111t1es needed -)tll the insti-

N Ty -
( tutlonal nesehrch officer can measure and express in numbers the subJects - .

which he studies, his institutional research is indeed of a "meager ‘and

unsatis factory kind." C 2

- ~

L. Joseph Lins, in his presentation on projections, has concentrated

”

0y

a_large volume of methodological '"nuts ‘and bolts" material of value to insti-

tutional reseérch 'persor;nel‘ His' final paper on-data reporting contains \ ]
/ techn1ca1 sugges{rans wh1ch areonot solel_y applicable to the néeds of insti-

"tutlonal research operatlons the topic of data keeplrlg and reporting h;as
’ included o: ‘the program of the Athens wOrkshop on Inst1t>xt1ona1 Research to _ .- :
, @ empha51z§§that the accumulatm’n of"worgamzed i\‘actual ma/terlal is prereqmsu:e

N AN
to the operation “of 1nst1tut10nal research act1v1ty on any campus. Whether
4

thls accumulatlon comes about throUgh a smple set of, manually recorded f11es ‘}

. .
.

—

.

«esf EIKTC

& S, rovdsdb i
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or whether it oceurs by virtue of a sophisticated computer system, 1;

7
* provides_the "expandlng range of 1nformat10n about the internal operatlons
of the colleges and un1vers1t1es and the effectlvene s with which they,are

u51ng their resources," which Just1fy the effort and resources requlred in

-»
’ .
‘ conducting 1nst1tutiona1'fe%earch. . '
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o « E. F. Schietinger. . .
. L ) Associate Director for Research
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* T THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH IN.''THE MANAGI.ERI.‘AL .
AR * REVOLUTION: IN HIGHER EDUCATIONJ'.':. AN OVERVIEW 4 . »
L o A\ ‘ A *
. ‘. :

W. Hugh Stickler "L '

4

. . Department of Higher Education
; \- Florida State Whiversity . -
- > .

. ) ’Instituti\onﬁﬂresearch is’a relati\iely new ‘phenomenon in Ameri'can‘. - el

’_ ¢ .highe'r' e(ilx,cation. A decade ago there Rrobably were not more than a scor ‘
oi"' bonafide'in\stit‘utional research offices in .the ent‘ireacountry‘ Today

) if we include® junior colleges, séni‘or colleges, and yniversities -~ the B CL
totaLity of American higher education -- ins'titutionzil research. offices ' . -

. - ’

\ " are probably numbered in the several hundredS\ And the number is mcreasmg

~ dramgtically. But let us not get ahead of our story! . . * -
. N . N . ' ) . .3

* During the first two or three hundred years 6f higher education in y S

Americﬁ, colleges and uniyersities‘ did very little in the way Of studying
. . v - . ;

s Y » -
their own operations and problems, In general, \insti'tutions were small and

operations were relatively s-j.mple. As President Emeritus .Doak S._Campbell
of' the Florida State Univer51ty ‘once put 1t to me, "In those days inStitu- -
* * -

tions of higher learning could and did fly by the seats of theitr pants"“ ‘

.‘But the days of 51mp1e operations in 1nst1t1?9ns of higher.educatlon . .-
N i ("% N .
v are ]ver Enmllments are sky;ocketing, costs are mounting by leaps and

i . e
5 Y programs are expanding, colleges and universities are seeking o . .
g 4 - - -

derstand and to 1dent1fy more completely W1th the c11ente1e they serve,* N

.
p ( ' < ’ M

, ) gstudents are restlgss, curriculumsaére proliferating, zesearch is waxing,
. .. .

competent faculty members are in low supp.ly and high demand, and operational-

AR N
M R . R -~ , f

5
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“ wﬁ* . » R TN L ’ . . =

] Ao 11

- - L




]

ve

-0

.,

)

LA

r*

“. .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~prot{'lems have increased both in number and‘in.comp.lexity. ‘Nem ©oks at | . .\’

.

o of mandgement practiced in colleges &nd universities’ in .the past, we

“ERIC’

N \ [

» .

“objectivds must be taken new' p011c1es must be fomulafed new plans must °,

be developed, new admdnistrative procedures mugt be employed new teaching

techn1ques must come into be1ng, and new evaluative techniques and devices

must be put into aperation. EVe'n completely new 1ns.tltut1ons must be built.

. .

I need not tell you péople that operat1ng an 1pst1,t1‘ltlon of h’.gher 1eam1ng

today is an 1nf1n1te1y comp11cated _]Ob In order to operate effectlvely\ ¢ :

.
< - . - .

our junior col{eges, senior colleges, and universities need» all the htlp T
s

they, can get. At least a part of th1s help is forthcbming tlﬁ‘ough self

stud1es’fﬁ the form of institutional research. -Some writers-~Royurke and ’
.. ’ - N ' : A -

Brqoks (1966) among otﬁhﬂfeak of institutional research as beirfg an

R \ . v -

integr#l part of thé "managerial revolution" which has céme to college’and °

"o ~ o d - » 4 . ° N ' ’ N

universdty admihistration within the past 10 pr 15 years. Im fact, say s
Iy . I . e

Rourke' and Brdoks (1966):

e - ¢« - B

, .
. v

¢ . Institutional research lies at the¢' hearp pf thé trend toward Ae
"the use of modern management technlques, in higher. edycation: While

. the nature and scope of this' ‘kind-of activity has tended to elude’ .
precise definition in the past, it can be said that institutional

research. is a varlegated form of brgamzat:.onal self-study designed ..

to help: colleges: dnd universities® gather an expanding range of infor-
mation about their own internal_ operations and the effectiveness w1th

which .they are using their resources. By collectzng such'data, -~ ,

institytions hope o make" 1nfomed,3udgrnents msteat{of guessing or , *

relying on_ the intuitions of the ddminisgtrator in fram'mg declslons K

3

.

on university policy. - R )

' Intplace the loose, unstructured, and somewhat casual methods
- _' <
have seen a growing eommitment to the usg of automation in the You- : .
tine processes of admm:.stratlon,v{an.,,lncrease'd resort to data gathering R
. and {institytional) research as a basis of pollcy making, and an M
' expanding effort to develo‘ obJectlve criteria for making dedisions’ .

,°

on the allocation of resources instead of leaving these matgérs. én- .Y

tirely %o the play of campus. pfessures or the force of tradition, S,
/ i

.

Whaf top 'admmlstrators and goverm.ng board member.s want nowadays is

. S
the kind of analyzedaand class?1f1ed mfomatmn Qhey,need’ for making ~policy
" IS / - s

LI
. - .

’

- . .. . . . ‘. . 3 .
. andregulatory decisions on z sounder, basis than hunch or pure i’ptuitmn‘alone.‘ 2

0 .

MY
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e’ o - e
o S0 As dJ.scussed here;, institutional research :refers ‘tgsresearch which is Y
- o, . ‘i .. . ’ e
» A; directed toward prov1d1ng data Psefﬁl or necessary in the making of 1ntet
< A Y ~ .
v rzf N
» n o Iigent adm1n1_strat1ve dec151ons and/or for the succedsful operation,smain-
¢ éﬂ' LI ' . , . '

J};_ R tenancex'and/or improvement'of a given institution of higher education. It
- \ 3 v .

LN [ 4

j I 1m:1udes the co,ll;action and ana1y51s of data used in apprais).ng the environ- .

- ' "v.

.@é’ ° ment or "setting" in which the institution operatés, in preparing the budget

. “
- . . y

& **in planning new bujldings; in‘assigning spacg in existing buildings, in

e, determining faculty loads(‘ in admitting students, in individualizing instruc-
3 tion,' in planning the educational program, in keeping abreast of student
progress, and the.like. ‘It is needed to facilitate efficient operatienm,

~ * e L 4 D . . )

T but it i§ also needed to promote qualitative improvements. R B
“n' - » \ e ,: L A
. < The act1v1t1es and effect1vene$s of institutional research agencies
= L4 k]
vary apprec1ab1y in terms of several factors: oy i ; :
E S 3 ! v
. First, the interests and aptitudes of the man ipe charge set the direc-“\
‘ .. L e /" 1 .
L ,gion of the résearch. At p‘resent it is pos,sible for an able, strong person
. W -
'to 1ea\/¢2‘ a substantial 1mpr1nt upon the office of 1nst1tutiona1 research,
_— - , / .
) \ind, as a result, upbn the mstitution he serves. . oL Ly
- . X , A
o " Py Second extemal press‘ures and emergencies, often havmg to do with,

. * -

- demands from 1egislatures, supf)orting constituencies, or from the general

. . ~

~public, 4can set the pattern of the re?éa-nch In most cases, such current.\,

demands leave ,little time for"the office to take the long look" in helping

B 34 T . ~

o presnients, and govpmlng b ards plan ahead for the years to_ come.
. . L0 Third., repetitive tas_)<s of one sort or anu.ther take a lot of time -- .';__
N o “ B

for example space utilization studies, cost studies, assembling enroJ;Imeﬂt

»

T sf:atistics distributions of faculty loads ind an,alyses of student gradesi

Such data are valuable in setting ‘trend 11nes ovér the years bu_t,.the agency s

.- . K] , ' .o

L staffing should be adequate to permit other kinds of studies as well.

- - “
L X g R

.

N . . o . - ’
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o of the 11&st1tut10n. - As A, J. Brumbaugh (1960) descr1bes it, it is "research

2 -~ . - -,
FulToxt Provided by ERIC B EaR I -
. ° - . , . = E

. Fourth :V'senatorial courte‘sy" keeps some institutional researg¢h agtnc1es

A ]

+  out of cértain aregs of possible research, Such as the evaluation o .teaching

and other aspects,of the educational process which traditionally haveybeen

. A\l -
* the province of the faculty.‘ There is tendency to avoid "controversia areas."

Fifth and last among these examples o;f influéncing factors is the I db-

- ¥
~y

lem of how to organlze and adm1n15ter 1nst1tut1ona1 research 'Probmg qu s—. -

-
‘ . [ LN

: tions threaten tomfortable old ways, increase feelings of 1nsecur1ty in ~ E
'adm1n1strators and facu).‘ty alike, and reveal "skeletons in the closet" to " i )
~ -, ‘ " - . .
critical outsiders. C%inuing- self-examination is not easy “to take! biplo:‘ :
macy and professional integrity of the highest order are reqixire"d to ac\hieve
» , P » - . Pl ’ . -
good‘research‘resu;ts in the face ,of. these difficulties. But the 'job can be

-

- ‘done! I shall have more to say on, this point later ir this presentation.

) - .-t . ¢ ¥ .

e . Institutional research may be either basic or applied. In practice it ‘}
is usually aﬁplied- it deals pr1mar11y Wwith the on- golng operat’xonal problems

' designed to‘i’mprove institut,ions of hi:gher learning."
.- The idea of‘\institutional-research is 'not new salthough the designation

' has not always 'been' thus and although imp]:ementation has been slow until . -
- recentl};. Here and there a ﬁ:esident, ‘de,an,.l‘)us.inesls ‘maﬁiagﬁer—,' registrar,. ,:)r

other officer for years' has been x'naking'regular a'nd/or occasional institu- .
4 - N . - A N ~ N s

tignal studies. At the i-nstitut_ionafl’ level Stepbens' College has had an -

. B
i . PN .
i . ..

organized institutional research service for upwards of half :

r

1921) The Un1vers1ty of~ M1nnesota and the Un1vers1ty of I11 n01s, among ’

others, have operated organlzed"self stud)/programs for seve
. 4
\;\s a national mgvement, h‘6wever,.1_nst1tut10na1 research has
'™ ’ ! 4

years, Only w1th1n the past decade or so has the tern; "institutional research" o

. kx: :( . - ('4 N »
Q ained“consistent and..w1_de currency. 14 : . > |

-




> this regard. First, a number 6f major conferences, institutes, and_woi'k-‘

~ .

’

Eep

o

N Aruitea TR .

) - ‘ . .
.~" shops -- perhaps a dozen or more -- have now been held and have been well

" State University,\at the University. of Texas, and at the University of

That there is growing interest in ins'titutional'research among the
juttior colleges, senior collgges, and universities of this country is in-

" dicdted by an abundance of evidence. I shall mention only five matters in

. ‘ .
.

.
~ . .

[

.
-

* patroniieci. Among. others three earlier institutes on institutional research
< : . ; : b '

spopsored by the ,Southern Regional. Education Board -- held at the Fiori'gia
’ S . >

Kenticky in that chronological horder -- enrolled -far more persons than were
originally anticipated. And just last summer a splendid,two-w'ée"k-\\workshop
at the’ Un1ver51ty of “Texas was .operated by SREB for a limited enrollment ‘

Second there is now a natidnal forum on 1nst1tut10na1 research o

. .

v

Although it began as’an 1nforma1 gathermg of a dozen or a.score of Jpersons

in a hotel room_in Ch1cago it has now grown to 3 group of several hundred

ey v

1nst1tut10na1 research Wor w', Last spring (1966) in Boston the group

deslgnated 1tse1f the ASSO%latlon forx nst1tut10na1 Research (AIR) and

v; e .

adopted a constltut})'on. },?arller. this year the Association met here at “the

* ‘\ \‘ l

Un1vef'sxty of Georgia. So now it is a going concern. If the participants
[

in the Workshop‘ are not a{lready nember{ of AIR-I' would strongly recom.mend

_—— ’ ~ .
~ . .

i

that you con51der aff111at1ng w1th thls f1ne new organlgatlon. ST °

A
4 w*

Third, both the- Amer1can Counc11 on Educatlon and the U S. Office. of
3.
Educatron have established offices .to fac1'11tate 1nst1tut10na1 research work

e v

'throughout the country The Counc11 through its Off1ce ofa Research (formerly

the Office of Statlstlcal I'nformat1on and Research') “maintains an 1nva1uab1e

e
Fact Book on ngher Educat1on in’ Americd whlch it keeps current through a

'loose-leaf information ser:u:ce. Thro‘ixgh a unit wh1ch 1t cafls the C1ear1nghouse

on Studies on Higher Educatlon the U. S "Offlce of Educata.on records and .

. Lt
. - . . . '
* . - 7 ’

P .
e 3 . - 1
*.i . .t A r -
N

Bomaw T . - » . - -
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) disuributes information about completed, institutlonal research. projects. L

It also d1gests ‘these researches and reports them in monograph "form in its

0 . .
- - L} -

excellent ser1es ‘entitled New Dimensions in H1gher Educatron. )

Fourth, Educational Test1ng Servic@ Kas, reéently activated an Insti-

-

tution#l Research Program for Higher‘Education._ In announcing the new Pro- .
. ) P ’ i 2.
- gram ETS stated, "This new service . i.. will provide research instruméits

as well as datavprocessing and consultant services tq'be‘used in programs

of institutional self-study and evaluation." The serv1ces of the Program -
.8 -

« will undoubtedly be expanded in the future. . . *

- . 3

The fifth ev1dence of grow1ng interest in’ institutional research 1s

.

i

_revealed in the rap1dly expandlng 11terature 1p the field. . This is ne1ther -

. _the time 8§r the place to d1scuss this 11terature at length, but in add1t1on 3

) B ¥ .

L to the pub11cat1ons just noted' I should like Qp mention two othérs. One

-

: " of these is ent1tled Research*De51gned to I@prove Inst1tut10ns of HLgher

I

N
@

; tning b A.J.Brumb h (1960). b tnh lread . oo
Leagning by . aug ( Y. This little’ publication has already '

w

’ ., . -

ser@ed a useful purpose and Dr. Brumbaugh tells me it is now being revised .

' ¢ " B e -
. and expanded— The,other document -- of‘part1cular 1nterest to institutional
»
Fogop . “ e ° .
research workers in 3un10r colleges -- is ent1t1ed Institut1onal Research ~.

’
N -
., . + . ~ . 3

in-the Junior College. It grew out of -a junior college Canference on insti-
. v ~ ) ° . .

tut1ona1\r;search at the Unlvér51ty of California at Log. Angeles and is

e

LSS

ava11ab1e through the'Students Store at.thatbrnstltut1on» . ) .-
. N - - 'S . " . . . 1
., . D - -
3 The volume of institutional research\Qﬁdertaken bxgg:glven institution
- i I . - . - ' o, N f"'. L ". N
varies ,from noire to uery substantial amounts. The character‘of the research . v

N

rins the‘entire gamut of edycational problems. Through.the years ghe 0ff1ce ‘/

-
.

of Inst1tut1onal Research and"Service at the Florida State Un1vers1ty has .

* ~

3N

provided -- as time and resources have~p\fm1tted -- seIV1ces to the Pres1dent’ .

< , . & ’ .
' offlce, _the” Board of Regents,.the office of the V1ce Pres1dent for Academ1c e

. 13

o . o .j '\:q.:. 16 . , ‘ e e a..
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L) Affan:s,,'the Councﬂ ofMcademid Deans, the faculty, graduate students, L

—.

o federal agenc1es state agencies, the publ1c*schools of the state, and other

w 1nst1tut10ns of“higher educat1on. In th1s 1n§‘t1tut1on studies inade over the < ,

¥ N .,c o~ [ ' v

- years fall 1nto such c:}tegones as (a) adm1n1stratave problems and proc’ed}res,
- . s N x‘ }
P (b) bhdgets and. faotors related to budgets, (c) class size analyses, (d) opera-

hd s

t1onal cdsts and fattors related to costs (e) cz%'rnculmn (f) degrees awarded,-

’

% T (@) enr.ollment analyses and prOJect1ons, (h) grad1 g pract1ces, (1) 1nstruc-

.

tional staff,,(;y) faculty sal.ar1es, (k) space invento es and space ut111za-

Y

.. ?
ut111‘2at1on (r) studz.es of transfer students and (s) “miscellaneo
., ' ) ] . . A
- 'i.e., studies wh1c£ do, not seem to fall into any of these (:ategones.
. N g . .

% : g
< .ma)‘ be added, too, tha'éb the 1nst1tut1ona1 research agency in th1s 1nst1t

)

always has had a long backlog of work waiting to be doné. The Flo:uda §,tat

=5

>

University may or may not be representative. "Reference 19%made to it H&e? »_.' f ﬁu:.

. to illustrate phat the var1ety of problems fall:Lng W1th1n the ,scope of 1nsb1'~7 N I
e " * M sy AF
7_ tutilonal Tese ch is almést endless. It is, .°f course, enta:re‘ly appmpriatéy d;' .4.;
' . and desirable tha; each. institution shquld de‘termine,and‘,at'tack its own ' © o f%l%
. . . . ~ . , . L. o

: # problems to serve its own purposes. l o, " ' '“_ Lot .

£ Lt . . -~ s

- . e It seems to ne that 1f I were a %llege or 1.m1ver51ty“ adm1n1strator I, R
,, would want espec1ally to have at hand as "workmg too’ls" fthe results of far-, : :"
i" AN reach:.ng instjtutional research. Not only.would I want research f1nd1ng's ' ) '
',"{ in*nést or'all of thé areas 11sted above; I would’ also waut to learn much T ?sf
! ‘ . N 2%
{ *  about the c,hentele served by our 1nst1tut1on o f1nd areas for 1 g1t1mate ::’3
s, . XY . i3
s eduéatlonal services for adults, to explore new avenues to re% 1n the Ut 3?

’ subJect areas, to understand the -e-r1g1ns ‘and backgrounds of our particular

’

% _ ~et ’ o4 . T
students, to de/velop meajingful programs 113 neral educat1on to follow ‘the ,

3 ‘ .
B . ~, PN . f : 3
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< today w1thout its institutiona

X 1s des1rable only-in isen1or 1ns‘t1tut1ons a

§e

. Ld i \ ., < ". . . ] . . . l/ s,
. Y v Iy "
M ! ¢ A ' .; . .\ ’
N ~ : N Yo /',',‘ "
- R > P P '
e . e - , 6\‘ . ~ o /& /
progresssof our stiidentg, to know what happens to_ oupdstudents -- particy- N
- ' ) " 4 ©

}arly"those who'transfe: to other institution - after *thé'y leave odr col’le/ge. ' ; .
It seems to me I could ea51ly think of a thousand and one th1ngs I woul(d want

. . A

t{) have dohe -ln the area of 1n_st1tut1onal reiearch. L do‘bel1e.ve that WIFh-' :;:,_' '

out half tfr'}'i'ng 1 could keep an institutional re‘search" agency in ;n); college o

or unlver51ty busy for a hyndred yéars! ) ‘ ot " ‘ C

: It is mport‘ant that we not ‘get: the 1de ‘that institutional resea,rch * '

‘ Zespeclally 1n b1g un1ve151t1es.

arch flndmgsiare fully as effec-

I a;n trymg to say that institutional res

or pothlhg to do W1th 11:

L

When .I lef Stephens College in the late 1940' .

pr1mar1ly a junior college; ple e flote - == sunply could not be what it is .

- hid .

\ o .
1nst1tut1onal, research réports run the full gamut of sophistication,

Some are so informal that thﬂg reportéd orally, usually to the president

+

or some other adm1n15trat1ve offlqer. Jhe ult1mate in, 51mpl1c1ty of report'ing i y

- -
LDty -,

s

probably came from a dlrector of m’s.tltutmnal research ih a state un1ver51ty
’ Id
_"L w_d?ked on the problem-for three months and the answer was 'No‘!
- . . N .
It was as 'simple as 'that.'f Some 1nst1tut1ons have never publlshed an 1nst1-‘:
. . W
tutional' research.report, nor do‘hey intend to do so. 'Rather they thlnk
% ] _—

of 1nst1tut1onal research as being for thelrcpa}'tlcular college or un1vers1ty
. . . .
Y ‘ ~
N .

" The typlcal 1nst§utmnal’ research agency, however, us'es a variety of.

© . Sy
. 29
A e \" . .. -

18 .

who said,

;and not for publ1c conswnp(uon.

° 'y s




,méde oral.ly‘. In: other n:ases the report’ is 51mple "-- a, tablé,; -2 graph “a

L0 Yoo - Lo

chart _a:page or two of 1nformat10n .Most often, the ‘Teport is made ?m

-

,f " typed or duﬁ%‘cated-mpy form and dlstrlbuted to those people w1th1n ‘the

1nst1tut1on to, whom the new 1nformat10n is l:l.kely to prove most useiz}ll .

13

In st111 other cases -- usually few in nugnber --_the f1nd1ngs prove to be of

. .

. such value that they meTit shar1ng w:n.th the profess:|.0n These ‘reports are
!

a A -

then "published -- 1n full or in summary form _The publlcauon outlet may | .
‘ be a book, a monograph a "house organ" typ'é s0f publ:.canony or an art1cle ’

LI

m a pmfgssmnal journal. The 1nstrtut1org1\ research operatlon at the
\ il

Unmers:.ty of Mlnnesota, for example, gs?@table for the large number of &

.

fine 'permanent! pule.Catlons -it has pro uced through the yeai‘s ’ )

I am of the Oplnlon that 1nst1tut10nal research f1ndrngs ought to be

.
roduced in, at léast "Sem-permanent" form (e.g., mmeograph mult:.l:.th

3
- - !

&
@‘fhe"hke) and fa1rly w1de1y dlstnbuted _par\tlcularly within the institu- ,

be Trad

= . &6 b«gzng serveds As long as I dJ.rected the research segv;.te at the Flonda\ o

.
N s

State Unwers:.ty, our offIce dlstrxbuted within the Un1ver51ty every year

® v ' -
. / or two a little, rnexpenswe publication ent1tled Serv:.ees and Materials\"

: )[ ) Avallable From the' Offlce of Inst1tut10nal Research and Service. Per10d1c

-~ ~

1nternal dl\strlbutlon of some-such dooument "still seems to me to be a good

} [ -
., -

.But. in any event --‘and this I want to emphas1ze --38urnal publ1éatlon

v
~ -

is not the important thing. Rather, publ:.Catlon is frequently 1nc1den'tal.

Of the 800 - 1 ,000 studies completed at Stephens College by the laf,e 1940'
B I do not suppose that more than 25 -t most -50 "<~ were éver publ1shed - *

» Ay

They were not de51gned W1th the end goal of profess;.o,nal pubhcat:.on in m1nd )

a
]

Q mst:l.tut:l.on of h:l.gher leim:l.ng " The late W' W. Cnarters described th;Ls kind -
- ERIC AR e R “

e - o’ ' A .. ' - 9 19

H
L : T ’ - - N " -
* ' o B c
, : 5 S )
. . .' . ‘. . R ] .
Tﬁ.!-'f: fogns of reportmg . In some’ «:ases "the. repoi't 1s Anformal, posslbly even . 2
. L S .

f

‘1

0 , . 8

‘ ' - ’ ~ . \\,
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They were, rather, (nf’srumbaugh's t,erms) "research des:.gned to’ 1mprove an - -
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. e
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i of research as "educatiox{ai. eggi‘neering" -- research designed to e plowed - .
~ ‘o B : e

‘e right Back into, the educational program in order to improve the oyerall .

YL L) - P

.- operation of the college. "Edd\cational engineering" -- I have alfays liked .
% T . . . S ' v 0 ‘

“that -term! o Y

s, Two studies one by Hall T $prague (1959) and the other by [W. Hugh S .

N )

B Stickler (1959) reveal that, organxzationally, different educati nal insti- N }

to- tutions prov1de for institutional research in different ways. ome schoels

do li.ttle or no mstitutional resear h and therefore have np formal organi-
o - N ’»:_‘:’E‘? P ’

"¢ zation concerned with it. In other | thlleges and wnivegsitiks m_stitutionalg .

e

research is stilil decentralized. In‘“these institutions officers‘ (e.g., vice

’
RS

pre51dens~ggprovost administrative ass:.stanf dean, business, manager, 1ntema1
Y ¥

3
auditor, regigtrar, and. others) facultyJr and staff members, and/or committees

H B

- articipate in the self-study rocess. n a substantial and ra 1d1y mcreasmg
P C1p I pTo¢ P

+ number of colleges and universiti'es, however, institutional reisearch is per- .’
. L

A\l

.

Poa -

i " - : . .
formed, .coqrdinated, and/or reviewed by institutional resedrch agencies. Ir
- . L 1

. ’t'hese instances each agency has a dimstor (full-time or part-time) ‘and a

staff (usually small -- i.e., congisting of 'one-to five or six persons in . :
> R S .
‘addi\tion to the execgtive officer). Not infr'equentfy institutional research -« -
c Y s '
* age cies’ are assisted by institugfon-wide advisory committees. In general; “. ,&’;
5 . . . . -
the:wisorx committees serve highly useful functions in the overall op_'era-'
“ tions of institutional Tesearch pri)grﬂns. e .
Without doubt, the, current trend nationally is toﬁafd‘ 'the 'Z:entralizetion L
_of institutional res_earch functions. J’ﬁe ladvantages of sueh_.an prgani;axiof}al Toe

arrangement are substantial. It is\tﬁe observation of this writer that those

- . J _ N
institutions which have identifiable and on—going institutional fesearch i
agencies_are 'turning out more and better 1nst1tutional research 1nformation,
both that which is "routine" and that w:&h is particular, both that which -
= - [ '
: . P . - o . < ' L >/
; . is repetitive in nature and that which is discret . . Y- N R
. O . . [ .o ' R . L h
: ) : 10 20 PV
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No doubt you- are 1nterested in the question -~ "Hoy much dges it cost

?to operate an 1nst1tutiona1 research agency?" The an’swer is, "Not much"'

-

"1 know one state univer51ty which) formerly at. 1east tool\ some pride 1n

“‘i,‘ i

. the fact that it had no budget for ,,1nst1tutiona1 research ’ ’l'he direCtor

*

was paid, I believe, by the department of psychology --.possmly in, part

-

by ‘the office of the president -- and the’ rest- of the money was forthcoming

[ . A, -

o~ . . .
* from the departments and campus agencies for whom services were'performed

1 o

I'cannof belieye that " is the Hest: way to do 1t, but, the scheme seemed to

‘. .’

work reasonably we11 in that " pa}'ticular 1nst1tut10n~ L] Preferably a modest

.
» ' . ‘ 3 =

sum will be set asjde spec1f1ca11y for t‘he purposes of 1nst1tutional reséarch

. i

It is difficult to estimate the annual cost for an institutional r-esearch

-

‘program in a college or univérsity. 1§ 4 ylill of#ourse depend upoﬁ the size,

-
»
e . '-

of the 1nst1tution the amou'ht of reséarch p1anned and the degree of research
-~ J -
. sophisticationbexpected. I should thihkf- hov\l'ever that a lot o‘ good could
be done with ap annual budget of $25,000 in a small school to $7?000 ina *
4
large 1nst1tution -and at’ that price I am/of the opinion that the deal is a
MR . s -
_ real’ barg,nn' In fnct I think an institutional, rsearch effor't/of this - #

R4
magnitude will pay for itself ‘many times over through 1mproved 1nst1tuQna1

operations sAnd 1f the conv1ctioﬁ¥ex1sts that 1nst1tutiona1 research is

worthwhile,. th\e money “to support it is likely to be forthcoming.

) In develoaing a‘program of institutional research a junior college,<_/

<

senior college (g &;’Lversn:y‘gll dp well %o keep: in m:.nd several gu1d1ng

princip . Among,«‘t‘he more i orta.nt: of these pr1nc1p1es are the- follow1ng

N M )

‘ “(and I list se\@n pem); . I . ¥ oy

Institutional research must be i)lanned If this is "research

» [y - -

de51gned to 1mprove 1nstitut.10ns of higher learning," then crucial issues

»

¢
?“’?ﬂust be 1dmtif1ed’ p"riorities must be a551gned and resefrch projects. must

o
Bl A0 providea oy e




be deslgned and conducted Th,ese thmgs do not just happen, all of these

4
“ - S 4 »

- funct1ons requ1re careful and thorough p*{annlngv . R R . M

. ’
:. -

b. Respon51b111ty for the dlrectlon coordlnation and L}gw of 1nst1-

. . M

P

‘tutional rk%earch should bt centrallzed Brumbaugh (1,960) notes that "the e
- taat ‘\‘ ~ S . . '
. % lack of ghntral coordtnation 1s« l1kely to result 4n wasteful duprhcatmn or ;
L ' ' -

costly overs1ght of needed stud1es."“.0nly in a.recogn1zed' 1ns.t1;utlonal

research agency can a unified and comprehenswe prodram of 1nst1tut1onal

. A - . ., B
B
13

research be developed and made to £unct3.on ekfectwelyr N P &. , .

v c. The executive offlcer of the 1nst_1tut10nal uresearch agency should
« . N .
, report <to a maLr inst1tut:|.onal offn:ef preferably the pres1dent I make

<y

this recommendat1on knowmg full well the unfortunat% d:.fficulues wh1ch
. somet1mef enst between faculty membérs and adm1n1strators. . But the fact * )
’ . remains that many of the research pro;ects will 'deal with.major adm1n1strat1ve ) .o
problems «and; all or nedfly” all w1ll have 1nst1tut;.oniv1de s1gn1f1cance. Some~ ’ <

~

-

will be’ “confidential in nature, y1gh adm1n1strat.1ve placement will g:we the-

7,:.‘ 1nst1tut1ona1 research agency thé sfa.;.us J.t must have in order to ga1n acc%ﬁ- "
- - s -
v . s
=§= to* the mult.1far1ous raw data 1t w1ll ,ne€d in pursulng J.ts research program . @
-] 2’ o -
‘. \ *

A
N d. An 1nst1tut1on-\ude advx\iory committee should a551st the 1nstitut10nal g?;? c’

’
. - .

research agency in carrymg out its respon51b’§l1t1es. Such a, committee .can

be helgfzul in 1dent1fy1ng.and\screen1ng ‘problems,. de51gning research projects,
a551gn1ng pr1or1t1es, and :Lnterpret1ng the work of ‘the institutional researc}\' ’

- ‘ - 33

agency to the:rest of the college or ‘im1ver51ty aqd 1ts ‘const1tuency., For a2

. - S, e -, o

amore than 30 years an “advi sory comm1ttee on 1nst1tut10nal research has rendered a

- A - =
valuable sefvice at the Unlversety of M1nnesota~ R LT

- [ S . ' .

A

.
. .

// e.’.Provisi.pn should be made for wide participation-by faculty members
and administrative o'ffices in 'plannirhg and condixc°ting iMsgitutional research . o]

1l Lol T T - . x
. . =

‘ ﬁojects. This principle should apply even though the major, responsibility

.
Teg e

. . . - .ot~ ° -
. g -, .
Y vooa o KRR

B
[} 4 . ‘ ot -« . - = - ¢ e Y
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f
. ¢ tend to 1rr1tate colleagues,and to develop feelings of insechrity at all

for gnstitutional research i centralized. Institutional redearch offices

not agencies ,unto themselves.; Widespread staff participation in insti- .

. tut1onal "reSearch fam111ar12es the 1nd1v1du&1 with tﬁ"e problems‘ of the college

or un1vers1ty and prepares him to deal real1st1cally and effectlvely with

the research f1nd1ngs. May I say in passingsthat most'of the 1nst1tut1ona1 P

-~

sesearch performed at Stephens LolTege through the years has been' done by,
/ -
faculty members work1ng in cooperatlon with the research service.

f. ActhLtleS of the 1nst1tut1onal research agency must be carr1edLut

4

at the»h1ghest levels of profess1onal ethics. This peoint was suggeste el

’

earlier. If not handled with d1plomacy and profess1onal 1ntegr1t »_the con- A

stant problng wh1ch is a necessary 1ngred1ent in mst1tutlonal research may - \

levels in the academic hierarchy. Therefore, conﬁi/dent-ia} matters must be
kept-confidential. (nstitutional research workers should know many things
T .

theéy do not talk ’about; and if they do talk too much they will ruin the entire
. R g - o S
.institutional research operation and make them§elves very hnpopular in the

procéss. "l'hls leads me to perhaps my firntest suggest1on or bit Qf advice:

Do not >p_ont1f1cate' An ipstitutional reseatoh ,person should be character1zed
<

by modesty and hum111ty, not by verbosity nor bell1cos1ty It js h1s business P

I
.

to discover facts, not to determine 'what shall ba,%ne with the information‘

v s - - . P [

he uhcovers. That prerogatlve bel-ong/to others in_the-gcademic commmity -

3

ch1ef1y the presa.dent and other administrators. Let them 1nterpret the ] -

2

22

s1gn1f1cance of the research findings, make the approprlate dec1s1ons, and

1n1tlat6_ the. appropriate action: ., . » ' - !

¢ .

PR

-

g- sfhst1tut1ona1 research must _be’ adﬂxately financed. Institutional”

A

K ¢

research agencies are ser'v1ce agenc1es. Their effectlveness is to be judged 4
- [ 4 * ’ ’ N
in terms of the volume and quallty of thePeruces they prov1de. But -

- ‘ v

. . P

- . oo c e,

A - . L - 23 “ ‘ - . i
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- remember: this is "research designed to improve institutions of higher
’ . ! - -

. educatmn If institufional’ resea-rch agencies do their work well, adequate

PN

f1nanc1al support is, justified and should be\forthcommg What cpnstitute's

. agequacy will, of courseﬁ beé'nterpreted by each 1pst1tut12n in terms of . -

its own rfeeds and its' own program. ' o . LT

Y - ) ~ .
) -

N’ let me summarize, and conclude. . I begin th1s sulmnary by Juoting \ .,

Y o
[ N

. two paragraphs’from a speech by Pres1dent Logan Wilson of the American Councll

¢ -

-

on Education. "l&'an address at. the opening session-of the Fourth Qpadrennlal o
x .\ /
v Convocation of Chnsuan Colleges at Earlham College pn June 20 of last year

.

(1966) he saud L .

. ’
. .

- . " Although at present the percentage of educational fund spent on’
research about education isrxabs dly small compared to the propor-
' tional fuhds wh1ch business.an try spend on their research "and
. develfpment, wé are at least aware that education is no less amenable
- 'to research than other, afeas ate. To be sure, sqme academicians still
seem to.feel that edt!catlon is too mystic an sanctified to be inves~ .=
? . tigated by the same methods we use to study /and judge other kinds ‘of - .,
- Teasoned endeavor, and that to apply anythmg akin to unit costimg or .
to the economic input-output analysis is a desecratlon. But fortu® - .
nately this attitude is”on-the wane, and we are, be&1nn1ng belatedly .
. to develop a technoI'o of Higher education. s ..
- The curriculum is no longer regarded as a sacrosanct heritage .
from the past; it is currently the subject of rational analysis and
. reform along more functional lines. We ar€ developing better-:criteria
* *  for the assessment and improvement of.teaching. The effects of class
- size and composition on learning, the valid uses of telev151qn and A° .
programed instruction, the proper. bafance between teachmg and research, ’
- . all of these are becoming problems for ‘empirical ¢nquiry rather than - *’_f—\
issues for endless debate. New psychological theories of learning are -
being appl1ed in the_classroom, and there are evidences of the:emergénce
* of- an economics of educat1on. On many .campuses,:bureaus or offices ‘of ¢ .
research -- (and he is talking about 1nst1tutional research) -- are '~
<« undertaking systematic studies of the 1nst1tut10n itself as ap environ- Jt.
) * :nent, . . . ' o \)' ' -
. Today higher education’ is more complex and more concerned with excellence

- than ever before -- excellence in operation and excellence -in programs. In'

¥

order to develop and/or 'to malztam excellenice, governing boards adm1n1s-
° 4 - ' —
. trators and faculties must make 1mportant decisions concernmg the institutions ~

. A - M oo

of higher éduoation for which they are 'resp‘onsible.'i" In dealing with, many

N - £ ¢ ) o .
Q . e . o 4 7. . Coe . .‘.

sf‘;EMC-' L 24 L= l \
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N -« are fmdub 1nst1tut1ona1 research agenc1es‘ to be helpf

e

.

1)

Q

“*ERIC

PIA ot provided by R

L

. confxdent that many* of the junior colleges, sen1or colleges, and un1ve‘rs1t1es

RN Learning. Washmgton D C..: Amerlcan Council on Education’ 1960. ..

Sprague, Hall T. Institutional Research in the West, Bo‘u eér, Colorado:

s

vperatlonal and educational problems institutional research can prov1de

a ot
- ‘ -
pertinen,t data upon wh1gh mtelhgen,t 3eC1s1qns can be made - -

* N
Jumor-colleges, senior c,glleges, and universities. a11 over Amenca 1 3

-

{
- h{
ui -2 even 1n,d.1.spen-

L 4

sables- 1n\successfu11y maintalm.ng and}mprovmg their operatlons and .

s ¢ : s "
* educational programs Because of their Mn usefulness in institutions .

4 B

wh1ch .alyeady have them, there is every Teason “to belieye that Jmore and more ]

Ame&-lcan 1nst1,tut10ns of highér educatlon Wikl estabhsh and/or FX‘pA{ld insti-

.

tutmnal research programs 1n the yea?/wmch lie immediately ahead 1 am

o

L » i ' 5
represented here today are or will be.among that number. 'Ihefpart«rclpants

. [y ~ . [
Jin this Workshop on Institution#l Reseaxrch may very well indeed make sub- o

. R . s ia i s .
stantial contributions to "the managerial revolutién_in higher education"

’ N ‘ - A . ' . ’ T
which is-now under way, . . ’ ‘ . ° .

! References . .; »
Brumbaugh, 'A. J¢ Resedrch De51gned to Improve Institutions of Higher o . -

L]

Rourke, Francis E. R d Brocks, Glenn E - ’I‘h‘lManagenal Revolution 1n
: Hi'gher~Educat1on ‘Baltimore: The Johns Hopkms Press, 196? ~

+
.

‘e

Weste¥n Interstate Comm:Lsslon- for Higher Educatlon 1959. . ’
"The Expanding Role of Instltutlonal Research in American,
Junlor Coliegese" Junior CollegeTumal XXXI, go. 9 (May, 1961). :

- -
~

Stlckler, W. Hugh.

: ‘~. Institutional Research~Concerning’ Land-Grant Institutions
' andrstate Universities. Tallahassee, Florida: Florida State Univer-
. 51ty;é2{1959 - P :

-

.
. [l

N »

* N
. e "'Ihe Role of fistitutional Research in American Higher

Education: An Overview.'"] An address delivered at the Workshop on . !
Institutional Research, Vhiversity of Texas June 20, 1966.

4

, T . "So lme' Suggest10ns~=,Concern1ng Inst1tut10na1 Research "/ - .
. . An address délivered before the Conference on Institutional Research
in the Junior College, Un1ve'r51ty, of Florida, August 10, 1965. . < g
. LR ’ J \ . 1525 . _‘ M . ° )
L ’ M - ’ -

- &

~ -




O

I3

/

-

% .g '
STUQENT STUDIES IN THE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH PROGRAM

L

/ W. Hugh Stfckler L
Department of Higher Education  :

N\ Florida State University
. L . ) *
I\ .. ~ ‘

.
V..

ihe_}eng-awaited tidal wave of sgudents is now upon us. Last fall

kY

(1966) nearly 6.5 milliqn students were registered in Ametrica's 2,337 junior'.

-~
colleges, senlg; cblleges,sand un1vers1t1es (Qpenlng Fall Eprollment 1966}

By 1970 th1s-number will probably g0 to 7.3 m1111on by 1975\to perhaps 9.0

»

,million QPro;ect1ons ;!k%ducatlonal Statlstlcs 1966)

At the ‘same time when we are confronted by these Huge enrollments,
solleges are tgxlng desperately to place added~emphasls on the~1nd1V1d%a1

- \ ’

student -- his needs h1s wants, his, ab111ties, h1s basic personality char-

-

actér1st1cs, His impulses, hlS responses o #ollow1ng thevexpressed unrest
PRY L A .
» We are cghlng to reallze afresh that institutions .

blank, and 1ndlst1ngu1shab1e face t know more'about the, distinctive

components of thé’tldal wave of students _'Moreover, we must know more about

. -

“the college env1ronments 1n wh1ch students live aﬁd work What does research

-

have to say to us now about college students and\college enylronments?

Extent of Reseirch . . s U T .

'

- ﬁer some time we have known a good deal about indevillua ,differegﬁes

among Students. But research about student groups_aﬁa college énvironments -
v R . - 1Y . ‘

JERICT. - v, 26
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and about relationships between the tw0 has been slow in 1gett1ng started.

- .
[y -

) Only now are such studies beg1nn1ng to flow in quantity.

fact, so mach
research has been done in these areas since Jacob's rathe*omy report in -

. 1957 that I cannot poss1bly cover all of:1t in one speech.
LGl

Cons equently ,

#1 shall sk1p hurriedly over a number of fairly recently completed studles,
1 g .~ 't L. .
then con51der a smaller number oMes in some deta1l,..and conclu%g.}tﬁ

°
¢
¥

Perhaps here at the beg1nn1ng of this paper 1 sh,}d note ankd‘g%'ommepd

. e

r“some comments on the fole of institutional researth in student st

—,

to you three publications.
1]

»

The first is entitléd Research on College Students

(Sprague > 1960).

It .is‘ a compilation of the papers presented at the 1960

F]

~

..

JAFuiext provided by ERIC
.

than oui*‘msututmn,s of h1gher learning.

BerkﬁeaLSnmmer'TMte sponsored by the WEStem Im@erstate Conm1ss1dn for
ngher Education and the Center for the Study of H1ghe¥ Educatlon (1 Berkeley)

The second is entitled Inst1tut1onal Research on College Students (Wilson, 1962)

'lhls is a compialation of the papers presented-&t the,Swagnanoa Conference in

1961. .The Southern Reg1onal Education Board and the Southern College Personnel

Assocla o‘h were the sponsors The third is NeV1tt Sanford's mopumental volume,
The American College (1962a), in my judgment an extremely important and useful

piece of work.

Ao
These }hree publ1cat10ns should\get you off to a good start

"in your own mst1tut1onal resea;ch undertak1ngs 1n the drea of student studies.

S \ -

As research results. accumulate, 1t becomes eV1dent that the American

S a‘soc1a1 institution affecte;i&ﬁld 1nfected by the

*y

college or univirsit_y i
' . & \
great complexities, uncertainties, and d1fferences found in our larger soc1ety

and culture, as well as by a complexity of forces W1th1n the college system '

itself. Sanford observes in The American €ollege (1962a), "If our cultureg, .

. and our _society are to be changed at all
e

\>y the del1berate appllcatlon of °

¢

intell1gence and foresight, no agency has a better cha{nce of 1n1t1at1ng change

That follows: we try to deal in

- ‘ -

17
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-

1nte111gence and fore51ght. Such change he believes can take place only if

.

We possess "suff;c1ent knowledge of the processes of highgr education and

°

It is an attempt to gain this "suff1-
“ ; '
3

sufficient conv1et‘lon about purpose."
S . 4 \ 3 s ,
! v . . hl .
i

*C1ent knowledge™ that is guldmg student studles.
In general, student stud1es range from factors, mot1vat1ng students to*

enter college (DouVan and Kaye in meord, 1962a) to intervieWws with alumni

twenty years after graduation (Freedman in Sanford, 1962a), from attempts
. . .
¢

to determine the teaching methods by which students learn best (McKeachie

..
.

-,

+ in Sanford 1962a). to an exploratlon of the sub cultures at various insti-

*
tutions and their effect on students (Pace, 1963b), . o LL

>

To review some-highlights'illustrating the diversity, complexity, and

extent of reSearch,’ I cite the followihg. Douvan and Kaye found tzlat, going
to college is taken for granted by many young people from upper-m;ddle and
middle-class homes, while college attendance to 'those on t};e borderline of
economi ¢ ea:e" is "the way to 1mproved social and econonu‘.c‘ status, m:y also .

, that boys

found that boys viewed college more vocationally than did girls

+ who attended college were more self-reliant than boys who did not; but that

' there was no such distinction between college-bound and non-college attending ,

<

girls.- ,
McConnell and Heist (in Sanford, <1962a) discovered relevance between

e .
.
3 L
e
~

characteristics of entering freshmen (other than ability) and their college
N . - . .

performance and achiévement and edficational goals. Sanfo¥rd (1962a) concluded

3 5 M .

that college freshmen develop when confronted with challepges requiring new~

.

N N ,
mconscious’ defensive devices," “ —_— 2
Freedman (m Sanford 1962a), studying first- year students at Vassar,

types of adaptive responses and when "freed from the necessity of maintaining

found that vatiations in background and contemporary s1tuat1ons led to

d1fferent\1mpacts upon d1fferent girls by the f1rst* few weeks of college,
-~ - 28 A,

Q .
' 18 .
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It can be concluded from findings by Stern'(in Sanford, 1962a) and.others

S
13 o™

that students§w1th strong authog;tarlan tendencies often leave ‘college if |

they fail to f1nd support in a‘satis actory peer group. The powerful impact

-~

of peer groups on students in geners:

e suggestions concerning its

usé in ach1ev1ng educatlonal objectfivgs“are reported by Newcomb and Wilson

(Newcomb, 1960). More will be saig about peer groups later .in this paper.

-Procedures and techniques off teaching have been rather extenslvely and

relat;vely,1ndec1s1ve1y explored Keachie in Sanford, 1962a). Even yet

. * ] N 1 .
we really khow very little about the t hing-learning processes at the college-
. \ /

~+

“Tevel. .

.
~

Intensive’ clinical studies at Vassar and Yale indicate that individuals
grow dramatically in intellectual achiévement "as a consequence of a favorable

pairing of_personality determinants and the environmental characteristics
R . .
of a given college (Broyn in Sanford, 19623)." )

Here in Georgia, John R. Hills i1962) reports that the same tests have
-~

hot proved equally accurate predictors of collegg,success for both Negro "and

white studentSs oL
N - i

T could go'on and on citing research in student stud1es for as my

- ‘-

colleague, Dr. Melvene Hardee 61962), said a few years ago at the Southern

Regional Education Board Conference ‘at Swannanoa, quth Carolina: "So it

‘ ~ - 7

. e
is, the (s tudent) worger in higher education finds himself at the<shore's

- D e
edge of a live sea of facts and forecasts. Through these he must prépel -

himself - or drown in an ocean of'inforpafion, engulfed by his owh ignorance.

"

3

: . . f e . :
(Student) workers, with little time to meditate and with much pres%Ere upon
e »* . \ N

¢ 2

them for quantity prodiction, seek a Moses to chart the course."
* . O 1 4 L4

I'do not

know who 1s going to play the role of Moses in this drama, but I“am suie that
\ - . . ‘

N v .. LN, .
institutional research workers can be helpful in the situation. .
' e ) S : R

29 ) RS \'\‘ £
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I xkntioning the research cited above, I have nbot meant to imply that

all aréas have been researched ot that all research is def1n1t1ve. Actually,
i3 ; ( "’
the S1tuat1on is, qulte the oppos1te.\ Many studies are 11m1ted in sgope and te

quest1onab1e in val1d1ty, many “have been made orily once and not always under
\controlled. condjtions. St111,'assum1ng at least most -of them to be valid, °
N 5 N A

reliable, and def1n1t1Ve, the1r value remains nil unless the findings are

Yadapted by educators and edu(:atlonal institutions. I. said "adaptad", not .

adopted, for applicati'c‘m c.onsistent with i,nstitutional goals and purposes =
will deteriﬁirie the value of research findings. ) -
- -’ . . L4 , . - .

.« Specjfic Studies 1’*$Mbre Detail - - s, "

'

Not only is-student research becomlng mdre voluminous; it is.also Do,
2% . ~ . .
becqming more and more cgmplfx', more and more so‘phisticated', and moré and
* N
- o D . . _
more significant. Let me elaborate. °. T, .

For. many years educators and beffavioral scientists -7 patticular\ly
. Ll 3 ‘ -

.

° ps'ychologists -- hate been concerned with individual di fferences among college
students.‘ What was once a frontier is ‘now fmiliar territory. . This concern
has resulted in the developmen;t and use’of many educat10na1 and psychologlcal
tests -~ tests of college aptltude and of spec1a1 ab111t1es, a large array -~

of achlevement tests, and measures of interests, att1tudes, values, and . K

0y

personahty.\ We now know very, well that college students diffex enormously

v

in nearly every characteri.‘stic we have ,been able to .measure. And thls knowl-
) B~ -
sedge has shaped'many educytional pol1c1es and pract1ces -- selective ade.s-

_siohs, gdvanced placement, differential 1nstmct10n honors programs and
. . b} - 9 3
remedial programs,, ’comseling-,,and guidance. _ . .
. ¢ N ’ . v .‘
Yet today, new .research, more complex and more penetratifg, is greatly
. .

\enriching our understanding o£ the significance of these individual differenc:e's'..‘

This more”penetratmg research reflects also a changmg emphasis appropriate

Qo . Lo

e T e0

.
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to the times. The emphasis now is less on measuring and describing individual

)e " o . -
B differences -- important though they. may,be -- but.more 6n understanding the
) 0 . ; . -

.
+

diversity *of higher education and the development of the talents of ipdividual

[} N B

. .

.t students as matters of'\natiopal importance. In other words, the concern now
. is getting the individual student with his particular characteristics—~into

s 2

- the institution with the particular academic envirg&\fent which will enable
~ s N . * -

that studefit to develop ‘most effectivel§. The old frontier of 1nd1v1dua1 .

d1fferem;es has led us to the newer frontier of d1vers1ty and 1nd1V1dual ‘
i g |

@, ~

development in d1ffer’ing academic environments. .

L7 a .
’%Vhen oné ‘goes beyond the simple measurement provided by a good st;holastic

apt1tude test, and gets into more complex measureg of values and interests and

+

~intellectual d1sp051t10ns, one finds that there are: very 1mportant personallty

’ differences among students wh_o are not s1gn1frcantly different in terms of , '
* “ . L}
scholastlc aptitude test scores. . R . (

- )
38 .

For example, in the report of a very 1ntens1ve study of' 36 representa—- A

. . v 7

tive students at Princeton University, involving more than 1,000 4nterviews

3

and numerous group d1scuss1ons over a four- -year per1od Heath (1959) descnbed

four types of students, all havmg good ab1l1t< One was the n'oncomm1tted

Ly

" was composed of the hustlers --,active, agressive, and success-oriented. To -

reorient these students toward academic and intellectual goals and, toward a
- deeper‘ selﬁ.‘&;vunderstanding requ/ires, he says,‘ "a calamiey._'"' The :t{nird group
-was composed of the plu'?gers -- sp"ontaneousf, qver-active, impu1'siye. To
= change“these stude:sés requir{e‘s a great deal ofetolerance and patient under-

standiné‘ The fourth group was reall')" -the educators' ideal. Heath called

FEEE]

-

this group the teasonable adventurers -- interested in their,subjects, ,close
N ) N - ..
to their.friends, reflective, tolerant, and with a benign sense of humor.
R o o N - . \ . i
a4 ) ~ N v »
2ERIC BN Lo
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type -- cool, d:Lstant and very hard to reach educatmnarly. Another group ~
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. . Or note a kind of selectivity -- until a few years ago unknown -- which

i'. e ° . ‘\ N ' 1y

g . occurs 1n med1cal schools * “This study was made at the Center for the Stiudy
* 1.,

of H1gher, Educat1on at the Uni,vers1ty of Cal1foi'n1a at Berkeley On the

Al'lport Vernon-Lindzey scale df valles Jone ‘group of three medical schools
~ & v

had seniors who, im common, had relatively high scores in both theoretical

and aesthetit values, well .aboveéthe mean Of college students generally and

thegaesthetic scores well apove the mean of .seniors in other medical’schools,
* 4

" Another group of med1cal schools had senibrs who had relat:.avely high theoret- .

.
. ical scores but Just averagse aesthetlc scores. And a thlrd group of” med1cal

.,

. schools had seniqrs whose theoret1cal scqres were a l1ttle above average but

whose aesthetic scores were con51derably below -average. It is not surprising --
¢ is 1t" -- that the first group of med1cal schools, whose seniprs were unusually

0

., high on hoth theoretical and aes thetic values, produces a large number of \

- N - .

. teachers and resedrchérs 'J.n med1c1ne ‘Nor is 1t surpr1s1ng that the’ last.
- group' of médical schooIs produces moxe than the usual number of general .

A .- " o .
pract1t1oners. : N A . . ,:

. P ,° il A . . N H vt
‘These and othér studies lead,us to an important conclusion: students
. , . s v

', h . s [} >
* with, different temp¥faments respond ih different ways. to d?.fferent treatments --
. . X . ’
to different academi'c environments, if you will. And this leads us to a

. cphsideration of di;rersity in college environments. First,'let us look at .
i fferencds .i'n envirgpments insofar as the ability le.vels of students are

13 M - . » . ~ . N had
. "“-c‘oncerne‘d. ‘ v : . i . . N ' h
’ . - . —

.The'diversfty of college student:bodi—es, and the differences in student

» ' -

character15t1cs from one college. to another, have been4 persuas1vely doculented *

\

by research from the Center for the Study of ngher Educatlon at the University
% ‘tof Calr‘forma at Borl?eley Ih a z:arefully stratified sample of 200 colleg%

- " #nd 1.m1ver51t1es a’éross the land (a 10% saniple)’ John Darley (1962) found that

v

o G" . | - : 32 ' L
.ERIC " . ‘ S ¥
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mean scores on the ACE Psycholdgical Examination for entering freshmen ranged

- from 387to 142, a range of.approximately four standgrd deviations. Trans-

lating these mean-socrés to published pergentiles for individual sthdents,
IS . . ‘ . Lt

.the lowest school in this samp;§ had an average performanca equal-to a per-

'centile rank of one;, the highest school's average was equivalent to a percen-
- i)
tile rank of 92. Imagine that! -- an institution whose -average student ranks

ability-wise ig the first perceptile and another whose average student ranks

ability-wise i) the 92nd pe\cent1le.; Aﬂd all of it is g01ng on in the name

of American h1gher educat1on'

'
U

Moreover, there were sharp geographical differences in the Darley study.

In the Northeast 44 out of Sl schools stood in the top half and 30 out of Sl

schools -- better than 60 per cent -- stood in theztop fuarter-on nat1onal

porms. On the-dther hand 50 out of 65 séhools infithe South stood in the |

)

4 .
bottom half and 33 out of 65 -- more than 50 per ceit’.-- stood in the bottom
quarter on national norins. And, in case you missed the point, let me_Eey
again that these are the averhge scores of institutions, mot the scores of

individual students.' Even émong 1nst1tut10ns that .are broadly similar in .,

’

_structure and purpose there are tremendous d1fferences in the college environ-

ments insofar as ability levels are concerned.

[

Now let us look at other envirommental differences among colleges and
’ - . N

universities. Stern and Pace, working at the time at Syracuse ‘University
: . . - . -
dtthough Pale has since &one to the University of California at Los Angeles,

.dEVeloped an instrument known as the College Character1st1cs Index (CCI), a

N

sort of a personality test for colleges and universities. ‘It consists of

300 true-or-false items which students mark as ‘they evaluate the-environment
e

of thgir own institutions. From extensive and intensivg studies using the
. . Y ’

CCL, as it is now commonly knowr, the authors summarized the characterlstics
iy | =
g
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of, five bésically-different college environments as follows, (Pace, 1960b):

. The first,is predom1nantly humanistic, {reflective, and sentieng. -

- Cot'lege is an expand1ng 1ntellectqal experience, testing the limits
of curiosity gbout new ideas; new ‘éensations, new. capacities, apd

+ self-understanding. The second, equally demand1ng and v1gorous, is
predominantly scientific and qompetitive, requ1r1ng a’high degree |
individual concentration for survival. The third is practical
applied, concerned with 1nter-personal and extra-personal st
In the pursu1t of ut111tar1an gogls, one's relationship to
and the gaining of pr1V1leges an3 visible rewards areaimpor
fouTth type‘oﬁ/env1ronment is 'strongly other d1rected

.high level of concern for group wel

sive, in rebellion ch1efly aga1nst the othTr d1rected hlghly Social-
) 1zed commun1ty

LX)
c , RN -

Pace also summar1zed his f1nd1ngs concerning relat1onsh1ps among these

.,
0y

d1fferent types of . .collgge environménts : °

The var1ables which push toward intellettual expansion and:
achievement, whether’ human1st;g or scientific,’ correlate pbsitively
*among themselves and negatively with the practical status-oriented:
variables. The humanistic emphasis As unrelated to ‘the_group welfare
emphas1s and unrelated to rebelliousness. Apparently the strongly
‘'science-oriented ¢nvironment is also characterized by non-cpnformity
and 1ndependence The status-oriented, pract1cal environment has
sqme positive relationship to rebellion but little or mo relation-
ship to groupgwelfareu It is clearly anti-intellectual but not anti-

«
Al ~

knoyledge e college as a, fr1endly, socializing, well-mannered
. environment is’ not gnt1—1ntellectual in general, but it is anti- -
*  scientific, anti- compet1t1ve and an&1-rebelllous ¢

Later -(1963a) Pace developed a "sequel" to the’ College Characteristics

-

-

Index (CCI).” .He calls it College 4nd Un1vers1§y Env1ronment Scales (CUES)

Pace believes it to be\a more sen51j§¥i and more refined instrument than the
CCl: Briéf sumbaries of the five CUES scales may be noted as £olloys:
’ . A h . " . N
Scale 1. Practicality. This combrination of items suggests a’
practical, instrumental emphasis in the- college enyironment. Pro~
cedures, personal status, and practical bénefits gre important.
Status is gained by knowing the right people, be1ng in the right
groups, and doing what is e ted, Good fun, school spirit,’
and student leadership 1n campus social activities are.evident.

Scale 2. Community. .The combination of items j
a friendly, cohesive, group-or1ented campus. “Th
supportive and sympathet1c There is a feeling o

this. scale descr1bes
environment is
- group welfare and

group loyalty which encompasses the college as a whole. The campus is
. a commmity. It has a congenial atmosphere.
- - . . . " - ,\
. .Elfi ' L .
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Scale 3. Awakeness. The items on this scale seem to reflect a-: .
concern and emphasis upon the search for personal medning, poetic .
(hinnanistifs) meaning, ang political mearing. . s . What seems to
- be evident®in this sort of enviTonment is a stress gn- awarenesss,

an awareness of:self, of society, and of esth‘etiq'st'im'uli\._

il

Scale 4. Propriety. The items in this scale sﬁggest.an environ-
ment that is polife and considerate. Caution and thoughtfulness

are evident. Group standards of decorum are important. "“The -
‘atmosphere on some campuses is more mannerly, considerate, an :
- “proper than it is on others." . L

Scale 5. Scholarship., The items in this scale describe an aca-
demic, scholarly environment. The emphasis is on competitively
high academic-achievement and a serious dnterest jn scholarship.
Intellectual specul-ation, an interest in ideas as. ideas, ’
know]edge for its own sake, and intelleetual discipline -- all
- these are characteristic of this environment.

ox

J
Speaking to the Western interstate Commission for Higher Education in
R ¢ ‘e

. - P &
1960 Stern concludes\ﬂi? following about students in generalss °~ -
. . S ¢
Students today seem interested in inter-personal 1behe.l\?ior,
the anglysis of mqtivation, and the problems of dealing effect- -
ively and with decency 'in human relations. y material placed
in this context arouses a depth and intensity of response which
+ belies the apathy and privatisnm. encountered elsewhere. . . . o
) Their values, in a socio-political sénse, are perhaps less ¢on-
sistently conservative, than considered heretofote. The predominant
need is not -so much {for 4 new set of values, but for a' new and .
different learning fxperience which prowides them with the oppor- -
tunity to discover fthe inadequacy of established expectancies’ and' Ps
to explore new altéynatives. . ’ .

<

. Regarding college and Lmi\{ersiti' envi.ro;\ments’, mnay of yo;x ,wi'.ll recall”

;:}rz"gist of Edward Eddy's (19553 study reported i\r his vol'gme, The Coliege o~ .<M° !

Influence on Student Character.

-~

’ 3

*in the iifnits'o} their ahility, collegé students in general wil] rise ‘to the
L] . . .3‘“ ~

"ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-question: "Do Studefits Make the College?"

level of expectancy set for them by the faculty. Low expec%ions ,, rela-
. , ) v e . ) ) . B
tive achievement; high expectations, high relative achleVem?nt. ]}\ too ,

Yoo
3 .
T b LIS - v

4

is-worth remembering!
- - ‘

In an article a few years ago McConnell and Heist (1959) asked the .

not quite knowing whether the students. make the coll'ege or the 'col'lege mgkes .

L ..

Py t,:.as 35‘ . - ‘\

e

The main point'of the report.is this} with- .

I emerged from reading this article

lfH & . ' > :

sb

Ky
v
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, the students! Butgthe article makes quite clear the fact that cert in types . °

g erammg .o . . j ’ . '5'*. :i *
) The authors (McConnell and Heist} report Studies made\at the Censer: for .
I S . .
. the Study of H1gher Educatlon at the. Un1ver51ty of Cal1fo}-n1a at Berkeley.

&

They found that undergraduate students tend to find th€ir own intellectual

By

L4

‘ ' . b ’ . > P
level and to seek education among their peers, despite differing degrees of

.. - . - -

. , internal variability" ip institutions! Knowing that National Merit Scholar-

A

“

ship winners had attended America's most prest1g10us 1nst1tut1ons "with fre-

'y

.
<

quences from 3 to lS times greater" than expected an 1nvest1gat16n was =
- > ¢

Y launched to determme whether these institutions also attractedﬁtudents

s, - A

, withecertain personaltiy characteris,tics. The researchers were corcerned aa .
’ . LY
- with personal:.ty tra;ts related to 1n1;ellectual d1sposrt1on which varied among
.
the students 1ndependent of apt1tude scores. < Scdles for sco:rmg 1nc1uded
e L3 N -
such character1st1cs as’ thinking’ 1ntravers1on or1g1na11tx, complex1tx of -

. » ] % ¢ ) ®

ouﬂook authoritarianism, theoret1ca1 interests or valtxes, aesthet1c interests
“ .4 Ly ‘e .,

. or .values, and rel1g1ous interests or values. The Center found that members

“ . 4 ¢ - P s
of both sexes who attended the' most prest1g1ous and pro,duct;ve institutions

o . . .

. |
L scored s1gn1f~;cantl‘y higher ,on complex1{y of outlook and aesfhetic values,
N * . b .

. * - . . . ¢ -
but significantly lower on authoritarianism and religious values. Malés scoreq
~ . ' 4 “ * ‘; ’ ’ . '
. significantly-higher on the originality scale and females on ghe thinking ‘
" - : . )

introversion scales. The resea;chers,concludeq that. p‘redqmihantt(studerit '&\

trdits and backgrounds may, in turn, pr(’)duce‘a d‘istincti\ie effetct on col'legiate

- . - ’ Y PR

“+ communities, . R 1 - o " Y
' o P . -

Too little attent1on, accordlng to McConnell (1962) hé's been paid to |

» - . B N . .
- the d15tr1b,ut10n of students among 1nst1€ut1ons of a complex system (sucﬂ as.

. ” 4 ;f Pl PN

- - Georg1a& for<e Nuple).and' educat1onal ~programs in a complex mst1tut10m
‘. > . . - e 4 ' <

. N ;‘f{ﬁ - ’ . s i *
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¥ o .
oo (such as the -Universisty of Georgia, for example). As McConnell and Heist

suggest (in Sanford, 1962a), the question ""Who should go to college?" has

»

now become in the 11ght of research‘flnd1ngs "Who should go where to college

- and for what purpose?" . ) v

-~ . te

. |
Now let us turm briefly to research on peer-group influence and particu-

larly &to the work of Ciark.and Trow .(Trow, 1960) . Wo}king (a) with students!'

1nvolvement with ideas and (b) .with thelr 1dent1f1cat1on w1th the1r tollege,
these investigators have identified four dominafft” student or peer subcultures
. \/

‘on contemporary American camppses ., Schematlgally, these peer subgul tures

Y4
may be shown as follows: (Trow, 1960)% . -
. a L4
- * « 4 \ .
} . )
’ a N -
o Involved with ideas ’
4 . -
. , . + -
, - Identified 7 ]
with their 0 Academic Collegiate ¢ o
college .
* . ¢ o °
. [N C ?
- Nonsconformist ,| Vocational1 | )
S — Qo e . ¢

- °
a

Let us look at each of these subcultures. -~ First, there is the collegiate
subculture which is primatily fun seeklng and non-intellectual. This "free-
- ‘ wheelfng" att1tude toward college experience is t;B1ca1 of the large st¥te
university, ,SE\?nd there is the vocatidnal subcul ture which seeks education
'.‘_» as a means to an‘end -- namely, upwg;d social and econom1c mob111ty It is
, typical, say Clark and Trow, of the large municipal communi‘ty COlleges vThitd,

S
there is the academ1c subculture, 1nvolv1ng 1nd;v1duals who seek knowle R “for

-

‘1ts own sake(and who have genuine. intellectual 1nterestsﬁ While “the  academic

\‘)‘ ‘ . - A 37’
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subculture is typical of the small, elite liberal arts college, there are
{ .

.
~

1
clements of this culture on practically all campuses -- at least among the N

P

fac&lty if nowhere else! Fourth, there s the non-conformist subculture,

[ 3

< .
,through which its members seek some kind of personal identity. The relative -

,
number of such students on a g”wen campus is generally small. While detdched, ° ’

rebellious, Bohemian students cah probably be found on all campuses, they,

are more obvieus, hence more typical, in the larger, more complex institu-

tions -- espeglally in 6r near centgrs of heavy pop%atlon ' -
. A}toup of social sc1entlsts, as reported by ’l‘!zeodore Newcomb (1969),
1nvest1gated three maJor factors affectmg students” wh1le i college * (1) se-

. ]

Lection (empha51z1ng the importance of the characteristics, att1tudes, abil-

.

ities, and the like which students bring to college),- (2) tutelage or faculty- ‘
. . . v

&

,administration influence, and (3) peer-group influenée. The last named --

~ N B

peer 1nfluence -- was found to have the greatest effect on -attitudes. Newcomb

suggests that the power and influence of peer groups could be used for .1ntel-

\
lectual and acade}mic ends if intellectual and academi¢ excitement were intro-
o ) .
duced in the common experience. R . P

The Vassar studies also affirm the fundamental importance of the peer
greup ih determin.ihg the course of events in college llfe‘(Bushne&l in Sanford,
. 1962a) . The typical Vassar girl f&els it is far more important to be "in
“¢  with the peer group" than to be "in with the faculty." This was one of the -
basic findings wh1ch emerged from the rather extensive stud1es of student
culture_and, student characterlstlcs at’Vassar. - ’

These Vassar studies, sponsored by,the Mary Conover Mellon Foundation,

L N4 - ~ ’

also included follow !;xp stu;hes of alumnae, even to comparmg 1nformat10n ofwee \Q
N

alumnae who had graduated as early as’ 1929e with those graduatmg as late as

. -

1956. Though Vassar is known as a."rich girls'" college, actually students - ’

.

L4 >
range from daughters of the extremely wealthy to girls on scholarships.who ' %
o

. ' - 28 38 g v %‘; -
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also work part-time, Thus money assumes a Telatively insignificant role'in
- n T . 4 r LN

student life, on campus. Students are highly selected both on scholasgig

éehievement‘and the potential of eontributing to campus life. I heYe previ- ”
ogely commented on different aSpects’of these studies,Jip I will congrne my )
discussion here' to the alumnae studies. . ’

ré

Alumnae selected by random sampling three to four years after graduation _

K]

indicated that values and attitudes with which one leaves colfege do not change

apprec1ab1y in tﬁe early years after graduation. Further studles of alumnae

(Freedman in Sanford, 19624) from classes of 1904, 1914, 1921 to 4924, 1929

to 1935, and 1940 to 1943 1nd1cate that these attltudes and values have con-
AY

51derab1e permanence. . ’ < -

" » -

Interviews with volunteer Vassar graduates of 1954-1956 and 1929 through

1935 revealed a lack of cﬁarity of educational patterns ambhg the yodnger é& S
¢ . : - A
¢ o

* when compared with thé older alumnae. In earlier years girls exhibiting“

—

"Sécial and Peer-Group Qriertation patterns" were not as good students as

K

% '
their modean counterparts. The Overachievers of times past -- those of no \
~

marked ab111ty who made high grades by d111gence and docfl1ty -~ have merged

.

with the Peer .Group Oriented. Underachlevers with Family Orientation of the

early years- have blended with ngh Achievers of the past, whose whole preoccu-
i - 3 ] %

pation was with¥ntellectual or academic life. More dedicated students cur-

rehtly lead balanced lives and d¥ not anticipate a single life. Seekers of
. . . J .

identity in times past were so characterized because of discontinuities tied

. -

to social class origins; today this classification results from conflicts
o ?

within the ipdividual personality.
Interestingly, the "Family-Oriented-Underachievers are most alert and
alive intellectnally twenty years after graduations” The Family-Oriented-

. » &> -
. Overachievers, the better students in a formal schg}ast1c sense, have stagnated

. . B A

intellectually. And so for other educationﬁiypatter‘§.

‘ . - 2 T
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‘

' Th®. Complexity of relationships between later life dnd events of collegsé
“years, so clearly pointed up by the Mellon Foundati n studies at Vassare:leads

e t

‘ Freedman to urge additional research in these arqgk. ., As he says, "ldeally,
) . R .
college experience must be viewed from a .developwental point of view that

.
‘

encompasses the whole life span." Moreover, as Sanford points out, Y. . . the

3
.

rl * - -~ »

. human individual is all of a piece. He fimgtions as a unit, and his diverse
° . M . . s 2

P . - .
features develop in intéraction one with another. Infelligence, feeling, M
. » M . -
N : .
. emotion, action can be separated conceptually, but no one of them functions

2 v . . . . ’
independently of the others. We (‘as academic people) .know this f¥om ﬁr ex-
V] . .

.

perience "(Sanford, 1962a)."

[N v ” P

. ~
Reducing this information which I have summarized about research to.an _
- . . . ‘ ~
oper&ional level, what does it all mean? In this complex of individually
. - »
different students and different college environments, how can .an ih;?titutional
. B % "

PR R

research practitioner deal with the findings. of all this research? | Well sureviy

N [

3 . ". .. studies of student characteristics alone are not enough;’ ye must look

= 3 -
<

at student_characteristics Aas they play upon and are chapged by various char-

.
~

acteristics in the college envirdfhent. The complex interaction between
A ?

.
v

. gtuder_;t and environment is tlie real focus of “today's most promising research
. V4

A} . - v - ’
- z

(Page, 1960a)." ) ) . . .

- 4 - »
- -
‘ - - [} . »

- " £y - . .
Student Studiei in Institugional Research: Practical Suggestions -

> - 1 .
> So far this.paper has been concerned with research Telative to students 2

L w¥, . R
_ student chaxjact;e;xlstics{&?tlrdent cultuses and sub-cultures, college emviron.... 1

: . . [ N ¢
ments, ?nd?‘i'e’ tionships among these factors. These, it seems to me, are '

/

. 3 )
+ *areas with which /therinstitutional research wPrker must be familiar if he is
- . - N A \

effectively to carry out student studies in his own institution. -
. ; . .

. - '

P

N ‘Now let us turn to ,th%&"bolts and n'ut:s{i of the institutional research

S

EKTC L ) , 40
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task as it applies to‘student studies, In this area what does_the institutional
v > ~ * ~ ~ - : °
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.
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year?
categories:

1.°

research worker do from d;!y-to-daj', w'eek-to-week, month-to—month, year-to-

\

I sybmit that this work concerning student studies falls into four

¥
~

Included

Routine and repetitive -data-gathdring: afinual reports.

in this category are student ability studies, grade point avez.-ages (by ¢
various groupings), grade Jdistributions by sthool and department, faculty-

student ratios, student progress, ,retention and, attrition studies, student ,
= costs, in-migration and out-migration of students, and such other studies
) . . / \ - . .
as the institutional research worker's imagination and situation deem |

. netcessary. The institutionmal research worker will do well to keep these te

+
data in a Fact Book for his own//nst1tut10n, one section of which is de- )

voted to *student studies. It will prove to %useful document espec1a11y

»
. 1f data are kept for several consec'utlve years thus makmg it p0551ble to 3 W
’ . . N . . i
discean and analyze trends. - \ . -
R 2.  Discrete-or "one-time" stullies. In"this category the institutional C

Y . -

research worker is limited bnly by his imagination and the time and resources RPN

at h1s d].sposal There is no limit to the number of discrete stydent studies
.

e

which can be made. ‘It is to be hoped that'at least some of the research wiil
be substantlaal ;nd 1mag1nat1ve in character -- ma;or contributions to knowledge . T
concernlng student characterlstlcs, st&gent cultures and submlturee, college \Q" X'
) > en,v1ronments ‘and the like. R " - ‘ g f"' 1
. & 3. Periodic 1nst1tut10nal self-stud1es. .fThe regiopal acci:editing {'{
) agenC1es (1n our 1nstance», the Southem As\;oc1at1on of Colleges and Schools) ﬁ: '\-L
__*.now-require each member‘ 1nst1tﬁf10n to make an institution-wide self-study 'é .
at~Jeast @every ten years; ,and perhaps an;intensive, comprehensive study / )
) at leasthonce a decilde is a good thing, It affords an opportunlty for 2, / * ‘
’ college ot x%iversn?\to stand back and laok at itgelf as a whole. Involved /H
Q will be adm1n1strators, faculty, non- -adagefic personnel, and students -- the = | 1
= T D

>~ L 2

.
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) entire academic copmunity. °'And be assured that the institutional research ~
- . ' A
agency will be deeply involved in the operation. Be assured also that student

studies constitute a substantial part of the institution-wide self-study.

4. Use of stamdard inter-institutional measuring devices. Numbers of

. standard inter-institutional measuring devices are now avajilable. Pre{/iously

Smentioned have been the College €haracteristics Index (CCf)‘ and College *and

v

University Environment Scales (CUES): Other instruments include the Activ-

.~ ities Index (AI) and the College Student Questionnaires (CSQS.1 .Stillmether.

instruments -- many of them ~- are available for other purposes. Institu- *

- i
. - .

tional. reSearch workers ought to plan‘ in their work schedules appropriate °
use of these measuring devices. Through the use of these instruments sub-

stantial contributions can be made to institutional self understanding.

,,%7\ - Conclusion
.

With regard to stu‘iﬁn studies, the- context w1th1n which the institu-

tional research worket operates was set forth in the closing paragraphs of

%. a
L4

T. R. McConnell's voli%me, A General Pattern for American Public Higher

1

Education (1962): 4

|

fe The ideal in a diversified, systemjof higher education is. to
a1d each student to find the instituti n, the ‘curriculum, the stu- -
dént and faculty associations which will enable him to realize his .
potent1a11t1es most fully. But . . . pur present stage of knowledge
concerning the differences among studepts and differences wWithin v . .
individuals, the requirements of the mpltitude of careers which are
open to educated men, -and the .characteristics of Acollege‘-‘epvironments
. . ’ ] - A

Y

»
»

v,

1'I‘he College Student Questlonnalres (CSQ) were developed as a means of -
gathering a diversity of biographical and attitudinal 1nformat\dn about college
. student bodies. . . . 'the questionndires are likely to be of widest use in
+ institutional self-study and planning. . . CSQ Part 1 is designed fq gd:_nin@s-
tration to entering students (freshmen, trans ers) prior to the forma;jbegmnmg
of .the academic year. . . Sg Part 2" is for admrnlstratlon toward the close,
‘of the academic yea’r, usually in April or’May. . . . (Selected excerpts from
the Technical Manual, College Student Questionnaires, by Richard E. Peterson, ‘
- Educational Testin ige, Pr1nceton New Jersey, pp. 1- 2 ) \ '
: Q . . .

' . . ' Y 7T = ¢ .
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"and college subcultures will not permit us to attain this pairing
- with any degree of precision. Research on student characteristi¢s
and on the nature of college environments and of the interaction of .
the two in student development during the college years has scarcely
begun. But behavioral scientists are now attacking these problems ,
bringing’ to bear dpdn them the methodologies and concepts of many . .
« related disciplines. We mly expect iif the next decade to learn far
more about ways to stimulate desirable ghange in college students. ,
. . Then ang only then will we be able to guide them into appropriate
éducational opportunities with any degree of confiderce.

*  Until we understand students more fully and have clearer ideas -
about the college eXperiences which will be most fruitful for them,
many will make false starts and find it necessary to change direc-
tions. In some instances this may mean changing from one curriculum
to another in the same institution. 'In a functiona]ly differentiated
system of public higher educatiom in which some fields and_levels of
specialization are assigned to particular institutions, change of *
direction may mean transferring from one institution to another.
Within the present limits of “our knowlgdge about the "fit" between

°

s

, - students’ and institutions, it would be indefensible, even in a coor- -

dinated and differentiated systém, to assign a student once and for '
all to a particular institution or a specific curriculum. The system
must be flexible enough to enable each student to reach the highest .
level for which his aptitiide and performance qualify him.

From-all that has been said in this paper it follows that in the area
o v ‘
of student studies institutional research workers have plenty to do ~-- in

fact, more than théy can do! The majof-question is: 'Where do we begin?”
- . e >
« i ° .
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: or evidence of research productivity. And too often this released time for

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
’

’ - -~ ’

ANALYZING FACULTY ACTIVITIES

l LI John E. Stecklein '
¥ Bureau of Institutional Research =~
.. * University of Minnesota . . )
' ) ) N ’ . L

o " A - - .
. N . IS . . . N o

K.novgledge of the.work characteristics of college Staff members is

P

. : .
*superficiil in most insti¥utions. .Unfortunately our staff suffer fram the

general :use of credit hours or class hours d/'express faculty load, and the \

e

M e . 7’
resultant public image of -the shdrt-hour, eas¥-13fe work program of the '
Gl ] A

college teacher. f‘lthough many college teachers work 48 to 58 hours per week,

some for 11 fonths a year, we have not yet dispelled the common impression L

. tzhat the college professor works only 15 hours per week and has a three-month -

7 .
annual vacation. - * .

e
. . A . v . <

. What isweven. salider, however, is the fact that 'too many of our colﬂlege
- SN :

-

- administrators do not hg,ve a‘concise picture of what then' faculty members

-

éo\gver and beyond the a551gned ‘credit-hour, instructional qdrkload Too °* o

ften supervision of graduatevadvisees, comm1ttee a551gmnents, and. various . .

3

pubhc and professmnal serV1ces are loaded on faculty inembers already heavily

I

burdened with classroom duties -- without reahzatifn of the heavy workload

' that these extra activities represent. Too often faculty members are a551gned
L3 -~ .

relat1ve1§ 11ght instructional loads because they are engaged in research
o \ .’

although the administrator has no clear picture’of the nature of the research

e’

~t

.

\ A
. L p . s i . s e
‘\ _ research is spent on other types of profess;,onal activitiesy (e.g., edltlhg

journals, writing textbooks etc ) 1nstead of on research It&_is important,

ERIC L 46 T R .
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concerning faculty act1v1t1es, it is the rare faculty memlﬁmdeed wha sits

therefore, for a conscientious administrator with the best interests of his ¢°*

4 .

institution at-heart, to _have' readily available information ahout his faculty
L 3

wembers' activities. Such information is: not only essential to the admin-
-, . s’
istrator in making decisions concerning assignment of add1t1ona1 activities,

the development of new programs, and— the appropna‘te allocation of 1nstruc-

~

tional or other responsibilities, but also to provide an overview of the

function empha515 of the Institution as allocation of faculty time reflects
»

0 . .
] (3

this emphaQSis. . . - d

-

Benefits to Faculty and Administrators .

Many faculty members, on the other hand, believe that the reporuhg of

worklo?d information to the admnlstratlon is solely for the beneflt of the

administration, and see no value in it for themselves, Quite to the contrary,‘

-

Al

it seems to me that the. reportlng of faculty act1v1t1es on a con51sten1; basis
by 1nd1v1dual7 faculty members, annually of b1enn1a11y, might we11 be of more

’ ’

beneflt to the faculty members both individually and collectlvely, th’aﬁ it
is to the administrators 1nvolved Its value.to the faculty menber comes in“

many ways‘ Withbut the prod of a report reques ted by the admm.stratlsn

v

« %0

\
down and thinks through his total work activity pattern, now  and then, and

attempts.to determine where his work emphasis has been, why'i; has been there,

i B}

and what change$ he “thinks shauld be made in this pattern. To be sure, we-
. . .

‘complain about the number 6f committee assignments that'we have, or about

. ' [}

the overload of student pdpers vto be graded, .or other peagk load’activities

that make themselves .prominent, but seldom do we stop, to take quantitative,

-

sPtematic account of the kinds of things we are doing.. ‘ )

- »

[4

One of my colleagues was recently mot1vated to compile the ‘amount of

3

time he Kad spent in his duties as chairman ofyan important university committee

47
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s

lie knew it was a Lot of time, but he had never kept accurate account of the
. - ‘ .

time involved. He was as amazed as anyone to discover that’he had spent
. t 4

about 600 hours in five months -- on an activify that had been. assumed on

o
»

t?p of a full program.q This meant that he had spent the equivalent of 15

forty-hour weeks on this overload activity. Needless to say, thi's revelation .
; - .

0

brdught about a «change in his work assignment. The first advantage to the °

¢

. - . .
faculty member then, is that a report form encourages him to pause and take

stock of his qgtivities. S ’ .

, The second way in which faculty load reports are of value to the faculty *
[} -
pember is that by virtue of such information, deans and other administrators

can make more equitable assignment of loads, committee appointments, and
: &

f
»

other rei%onSibilities. It is true that the few faculty members whozhave

S

o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

been getting by with unreasonably light dorkloads, or who have been unpro-

ductive in the work assigned to them may have cause for concern. Nevertheless,

we all recognize the need for increased effectiveness of use of our limited

S

o~ . ;
finangial and faculty Tesources , and I de not Eelieve that a thriving, growing
-

institutign can afford the luxury of faculty membe;;}who“ﬁfe not contributing

‘their share to the most effective operation of the! institution.

s In a typical “case an annual toad report gives the facultx/gember an

..

opportunity ‘to tell the boss how he has spent his time during the past term

and engenders 1ncreased confidehce that his act1v1t1es will be known and

..

recognized. This beneflt in % ffect, represents a correctlon of'the situation

1 mentioned earlier, namely that the admlnls;rator too often does not know,
R .
encugh about how his faculty members spend their time and therefore, makes,

s . st s R 2 I
decisions concerning assignments, programs, etc.,.with inadequate. information.*
r . k] » Pa—

Thus, the administrator profits-from a better over-all understanding of the

’ Y] . -
acf&vitiesﬁgg his faculty-and the individual facylty mémber profits both from
- T - , T

i , 48 . . .
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. that accompanles this knowledge. ) © 0

J < . » . .

the knowledge that there is this better understanding and from ‘the confidence )
L

. * s
Although the majofrecent stimulus for collecting infomhtion about the s,

»
v, 2 .

faculty has usually not stemmed from the purpdses I have Just mentioned, these .

-

advantages still remain. The usual stimulus for such studles\has been increased . o
. .
pressure upon top administrators, from boards of regents, leglslators, or

coordinating boards, for an increasing amou’lflt of evidence concerning the

> ~

efficiency of operation of the institution. KThus most of sthe recent faculty N

load studies have been initiated for the ﬁurpdse of budget making, cost anal-

ysis, or equalization of faculty s%ce.. Now, let us consider briefly the

various kinds of faculty load measures that might be°used. . - - . L
v . » " ' , A
A S R N B . .
Kinds of Faculty Load Measures ¢ ) g‘, )
. . . . ¢
Obviously, the kind of faculty load data that are collected will be -
. . A . ; ' -
determined by the purpose! for which the data are needed. 1In the simplest -
w - . )
instance, for example, if the administrator waﬂts to know what the instruc- wh

tlﬁl workload of a faculty member is, t’.lus can be ea511y recorded in terms

of the number of‘_‘courses taught, the number of credit or clasng hours taught, s 5
R ] . i
the number of lectures or discussion groups or laboratories .taught, or of the .
% -0 . . ~ . -
number of students, student-credit hours, or student-class-hours taught. .

- D1

Thts kingsof faculty load information has some utility and has- for a long

time represented the total picture of faculty act1v1.t1es in _many 1nst1tut10ns. .

The maJor drawback of such a techmque is that it does not take mto account . T

LN 3

- - ta

* the many time-consuming activities of faculty memberg, which may be both

v

O

vc;lm_xtary and involuntary, and v}hi,ch aré quite separate from the instructional . -
res'ponsibilities. The faculty t1mehdevoted to’theSe addi tional- act1V1t1es - =
‘is important, not only from a faculty v1ewpq1n&,¢but also from tite pomt of " '- N
view of&:\e cpsts of the \ranous functions served by-the institution. For '4 . °

N

; .-y ' '. - _ .
wt , B » - \ .
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h .example, in one college in a large ;.mAi\‘/ersit'y, a faculty load study showed

I3

S that‘38)p'er cent of full-time wivjaleﬁt faculty time was devoted to instruc-

- tiom; in-another collége in the sarfe university, 71 per cent of FTE faculty
. ?
N v " *®
time was devoted to instruction. In sti?l a third, 96 per cent of full-time *
¢ s » M . .
\w equivalent faculty time was devoted to instruction. Obv1ously, taking the

>

total salaries represented by all faculty in each of these three qolleges A

nd considering that sum money.‘ t:g 'repvéb\eﬁt the cost of instruction, would e N
. \ R 3
. greatly distort the true cost of instruction in, the 4f'i'rst and secpnd c%lll.eges,
although it‘hould be a reasonabiy e_g:curate estimate ;f inst;uét{enaRwst
' (represer;ted by, stat;f time) in the "thix:d colfege. ‘In other words, in the ' ’
‘ first tt?; colleges, expenses incurred for ‘faculty '/acti\.:ities in such things °* |

,
as research, administration, counseling, public service, etc., wo be;
- P2 - - .
classified as ingtructional:costs i@n the absence of specific -fa . informa-
PR . )

tion that enables the analyst td.separate the propofrtions of faculty time
- . t: ’ . " ,
srdevoted to these-other functions. T ! L " T -
. , ' ,
* . In making analyses of facultywactivities; we also {ind that there is a
o -cons'iderg,ble .di fference in the amount of faculty t.fme requii'ed to 'prepare for
- % ’
0 COurses gufh;: at thé various levels and taught in varlous clas; sueps. Gen- °*

z .,gp .
P

g
c 7&5&}7, the courses taught at the Lower d1..vis1on level require 1ess faculty

+

- . .

-

"W time fonﬁgrpp%::clén and evaluatlgﬁ than&;ourses taught at the upper levels,
. [

. d are therefdTre’ less - costl)é Smllarly, sma}.l ciasses generally requive | -
L) , ) ¢ o .;’ ‘. ¢ . R

fe time- out:lhde df claSs ;yer ,un1t ,Q‘?) classi,,tlme t—han do large classes --'
ad
- agam resultmg in \lower gzst per ws;kt’cﬁbnal un1t. Fo,r example one of

ou?xploratory studles s@led .tha«t 1ncthe a:rts college, graduate courses’
P . > . @7-‘ -
» requ1red about twice as muchzut‘mag WO (preparaupn, gradlng papers etc.) Gt

. .
.

i
for the teachers as the undergraduat@ coursts Similarly, at_a given. level, . .

§ >
¢’ ’ '|' .

courses w1th/more than 50 stugents I@quu'ed nea‘riy tW1ce' as much outside work

\ ’ ' ve .

as classes with less than 19 siu ents, and clas;ses with 31-50 students required ",

. Q - % H . . Yooy, . Lo, - 1 R . :
FRIC ~ « P e ] N
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about 50 per cent more time.” Exceptions occur here®of course and one study
$Ho. /- - 'x

; . that we made showed that full professors ‘tended to spend%much more t1me - -
’ i

at

*

-preparing for instruction at the lower division level than they.d1d for sem- -

. : ) - ) i .

inars at the graduate level. On the other hand, assistant professors or
Wt 4

asso.ciate professors who were teaching graduate courses tended to spend much

) X
> more t1me preparing for the1r graduate seminars thgn d{dé‘rhé full professors. -

Much more knowledge is needed dbout the relationships between the amount

. 3

. A
bf experience or ranks of individuals and the amount of load represented by

. - . 1] v/
. the assignment of a course at a i)articular level. Consc1ent1ous faculty

Teports- are essent1al o the acquisition of such knowledge s

[} 0 }’
- 4 ’

Collection of Data ) -

The following set of questions should be conside‘;“"éd carefully in designing

> . -

a faculty load study: ' . ) : Lo 2
1. Why is the study being made? o =
2. Who should be included? = ° . . - .
. N P ° > “*“w .
3. What activities should-be included? . L,

’ 4. How should the ‘informafion be collected?

——r—— - —

- - §. What time span should be involved? . v ‘<

% -~

- 6. How shonid th.e data be tabulated sumxﬁarued "and analyzed"

7. How will results be reported and to whom?
3 ° - . .
8 ‘In what ways wlll the faculty load data be used? o~
: g ' - N . . . i
. Forms can bg as comple{ and ‘comprehensiye/as.:the 1'nvest1gator mshes.’/_ 2
w» Sample forms uséd in previous studiigs are shown in Exhibits 1-4, ~representing -

v -
’
.

di fferent degrees of complexity and ref1nement, separate 1nstruct10n. forms, ~
used in Exh1b1ts 2 and 3, are ‘not 1ncluded Each has( its advanséges and

1 d1sadvantages as well as its special purposes GeneraIly speak1ng, it is

. - N = ,,--
o p.mbably \7141se to ask\£aculty members to sp11t their t1me into mors” than’ s1x .
B * , e . ’ . , o T s
) * .r - - . /t
v i k -
ERIC , 5: . et S
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- . Bxhibit 1 .

‘ i - "UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA ) E o Triplicate fof Instructer
. . FACULTY ACTIVITIES REPORT ° - I
. L ‘ - FALL QUARTER. 1950 L

.
The questions included in this schedule are designed to inventory thc various survices you rendered during the FALL QUAR-
TER 1950. both dircetly to the Unuversity and to various groups and individuals, primarily Lecause of your Univarsity connections,
Plcase survey the sabite blank befuic supplying any data tv make cortain that information is reeordud in the appiopriate spaces. If
ms dre orutted. 1t will be assumed that you are not engaged in the activilies in question. All (slunates are to represent the time
that you personally devote to Lhe activily, and should not includggthe amuunt of time spont by coilcagucs ar assistants who may also
be parucipating in ghe activity NOTE Except fur regular teaching which c¢xiends through an 1i-weck period, activities should be
reported on a fall quarter payrull bass from September 16 through December 15. 1950, If morc spacc i necded on any item or you
wish to comment more explicitly, please retain item number and summarize information on additional sheets of paper.
9

. 4 . -,
i © s ¢ -
Name. — - . Rank and Title. -
< e - N . . '
College..— " — N +_Dept. or Div
., Y . Term of Appomntment and
Highest Earned Degrees. . Per Cent of Time (e g, B33*) LI
3 '
. &4“ Thiv indicates & B appointmunt (regular aeademic ycar) with 33 per cent of the Individuals time allocated to;Umvenn{ serviee Specily both the
type of sppointment you now hold (A, B, C, E, or X) and the per cent of time covered by this appointment If uncertain. please consult department or
division office , ’ N s - P
g - A
- h s - —_—
. L TEACHING ACTIVITIES: .

A. REGULAR DAYTIME CLASZES. Plcase list courses taught by you on a group instructional basis (1.e, more than a single student)
- du,:ng 1all quarter, 1956 and estimate tumg spent by you personally in class instruction and in preparation for <tlass instruction.

Ny W]

(NOTE Individualized instruction, student counseling’and advising are included elsewhere.) .
[ . L4 ’ Number of Clock Hours Fall Quarter Spentin
. : Total En-
53 . .| rollment? Regular Classess (Hours Per week x 11+ .
g ., Course | & S Titlet ¢ Credlit’! (Asofthe >~ 24 Prepara-
£ " Number | 3E Course Title ‘ Hourst | Second | Lecture Lab, . tion
= -~ @3 ) . \gleek o() ik g&}z Str_flﬂ, Sert-’ r for :
e asses us. : or Fic .
" ) a S sion tionsy Work nars Classes
. .
) ‘ . ’ ° .
! .
| i : ‘
i L N
| v :
- 1 . - "
T — T
. i . 2 + .
Total for regular classes fall quarter (sum for each column) s Vo - M e

- 1 lz';pm;:t lecture. qQuiz, 0t ether sections of the same class on separate lines, so a;at class enrellments can be accurately reported. Please do not dupli-
Cate credit hours . -

1 Clock hour for class meetings is defined ay & regular §0-60.minute period. « .

$ D lg} report the laboratory or quiz hours of & course unless you personally apend this time with ‘these groups. Time spent In counseling gradu-
ate atudepts”is to he reported later .

5 Include lecture preparation, preparation of mimeegraphed ‘materisis, examinations, syllabi. slides. charts.or matertals for demormuon. reading®
and grading of course examinations Eweclude general professional reading which is covered in Section V-C “e

B. NON-SCHEDULED AND INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITfES FOR REGULAR STUDENTS. Summarize in the
spaces below non-scheduled conferences with individual students for instructional purposes excluding mgul‘ar counseling and ad-

visement (reporged 1n Sectiop II) or work included in A above. .

. s .
1. Individual Oral Examihations (Fall Quarter, 1950) 3 2, Supervision of Indyldual Reports, Theses, etc. (Fall, 1950)
= = et
. Number of Approximate Number of Approximate
~ Type of Examination Examina- ime Spent ¢ ‘Type of Report L4 Students me Spent
- tions in Hoursh . & InvortT in Hours -
" ' v a, Non-course undergraduate 1 o7
a. Honors exafinations . (Summa papers,ete)* "
. ! b. M.A. theses, colloguium . -0 M N
* b. M.A. examinations papers, et h
¢. Special professional .. =
—oxammauonsms'l P —\ ¢. Ph.D. fheses .
L. N \ . .d. Other) graduate or profes- a
d. Ph D. examip@ations % sional reports i
Total (supf for each colufan) ° . " 5&‘0&! (sum for each column) . )
fInclude tupe spent "n )Pref;antlon and reading of examindtions ‘or s N * Y,
theses (not su! it by you) prior to the oral examination ‘ - *

- o

3.0 fhdividual or Groﬁp Coxferexes with,Students Primarily for Instructionsl Purposes. Please describe briefly and estimate
approximate number of hours dévoted to this activity (during fall quarter, 1950. - oo
20 . ‘ -
7 - '
L - . Time Esfimate: __ hours
E l C . -, o 5 2 . * X
. r /4& M [ » ! .
, . K 1 N , *

A} - Y

-




<, - 1

- N / . - \

. M . ‘ ' ¢ - ’
C. GENERAL EXTENSION CLASSES D.\CORRBSPONDBNCB STUDY CLASSES
Number | No of Clock ]

C Abbreviated Total No of Lessons'
Number Course Title 1 Hois | stugents| Phment”  Newme Sobrstise - | Gedit | submitted by Stadents
- in Class | Fall Quarter ‘. During Fall Quarger

E S 3 i . 0
s - ! 2 ) )
< — - T >,
3. Approximate total number of hours during fall quagter devoted to: . 4 N
- General Extension classes and their preparation. . Correspondence study m§lructxon.‘ ; C T
3 * ———hours ® ! ——hours

3 - ’ )
IL COUNSELING AND ADVISING ACTIVITIES ' '

A. Individual student counsehng or advising on educatioflal voca- B. Group Advising. De;cnbe' Delo;w any special assnstanc‘e ! this

tional, or personal problems duririg fall quarter. sort which you regularly provide for campus groups INCLUD-
- pr— Appronimate Nummer ot s'w_ ING ADVISING OF STUDBNT ORGANIZATIONS. Also please
vChssm:auon dents for Whom You Serve As fgé"n‘_ha‘:ef;{’leq?;;::‘mate time dev?ted to group Id\:_lsmg dur-
Major Minor of T .
~ Adviser Occasional *
1. Undeggraduate students Adviser ,
a. Jénior college students . < . R
(your college) . —
b. Serior college sthdents, -}~ & P <"
(your college) . ———
c. Students from another : ’ -
college or division e
2. Unclassed or adult special . .
students e _ ] Time Estithate: \_houxs
3. Graduate students *  C..Note any other WORK WITH INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS dur-
a. Candidates for M A. ing fall quarter which occupied a significant part of your time.
b. Candidates for some (Incompletes from previous quarters, placement, interviewing
other Master's degree prospective students, correspondence, etc.) Also please estimate
¢. Candidates for advancé i ) the approxunate}xxx}e devoted to this work with individyal stu-
profcssional degree dents. .
d. Candidates for Ph.D. N .
degree 3 o = .
§ N . .. . . - 3 -
4. Total students ~ >
8. Approximate number of hours devoted to the above 1 p
ing and advising activities. . .
Undergrsdu{te_u._._houxs. Unclassed—_ hours. R ‘
Graduat;_'oﬁm. T?txl___houxs. R Time Estimate: Undergraduate_____hours. Gnduate__hom

. L. 'RESEARCH AND WRITING ACTIVITIES

A. Describe briefly the individual or group research projects in which %ou have personally participated during,the fall quarter. It
more than five projects are involved, insert an additional sheet to provide the necessary mformation. Do not include here gradu-
ate theses that you are supervising, gxe hours for which are to be reported under Section I-B. -

i

— D o —r = g - = —— _
. Project Sponsorship Approximate No of Worﬁ&n"{_\:’src!‘mx .
- . {Please Describe. Hours During Fall w
£ Descniptive Title-of Project N ¢ g., None (self) ’ Quarter Pevoted to
: contract rescarch; This Projeet (In- Numberot | Full-Time
state, federal, or’ clude Preparation Separate | Equivalent
- v p Graduate School Support, ete ) of Reports) Persons Total
— - - - ’
v - w —_—
. . / .
h » g - .
” N B §
-r ri
- ~ - - [ N\
1
¢ . A
s ” "~ Total devoted to research activities -

B. Describe below any writing which you have,done fall quarter exclusivé of materals for classes reported in Section I

1. Research Reports (not included above) 2. Textbooks_ ! 5
\)‘ ) ) v ! - * <
E MC -« o . (ovxm) . . ) e
43+




w” - -
* - - - ' D T
N ° N > * b ~
b 3 FAitorial}orL . . 4. Othet articles, reviews, bulletins, booka . i
~ A\l
C. Estimate the iotal‘ number of hours duhng fall quarter devoted to Y\writmx activities reported in this section: —  _hours
-
* IV, ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL Omél': RESPONSIBILITIES Y ) .
A. §t your job carmes defimte admmxstrauve msponsxbxmlec. please check (V) any of the phrases below that indicate the nature ot
your duties. Add others not given here .

1-3. Administrative and supervisory officer for: — 8 Pubhc relations - " i ) \
—— 1 an instructional unit (college, department, or div.) ——— 9. Admunistrative, grrcspondc‘nce or conferenoes concern-
———. 2. a non-unstructional research unit mg appointments; promotions, etc,

3. a non-nstructional service unit —10. Pr epar; tion of reports to admxmsb?uve offices

—— 4. Budget preparation - § ——-l1. Student placement *

— §. Payrollsqsupplies, equipment —-12, Coordination with other umts

—— 6. Preparation of catalog copy © ——u13. Othaf (

—— 1. Staft gonferences or staff improvement activities. 2 )

B. Please check (V) any of the following office, responsibilities which yol perform personally: ‘. .

1. Dictation of correspondence, reports, etc. _‘ .. R— §. Preparation of business forms, routine reports, ete,

—— 2. Establishment and maintenance of office files ——— 6. Development and/or admin. of departmental exnmn.

2 3. Clerical, statistical, or stenographic work for self ———— 1. Plannnig curnculum « @

——— 4. Scheduling appointments, conxerences, ete. —— 8. Others. Please Specity. :

v ot

C. Do you hnve assistance (academic or clerical) in dxschargmg responsibxlmes‘ -~ Check (V) One *

L 1. Checked 1n A above? Some ( )Little( ) None( )
’ . 5 . 2. Checked in B abovg? some: ) Littte( . I Nona ( )
. . / !

D. Approximate time during fall quarter-(exclusive of time credited elsewhere in this report) %hich your peryonally devoted to:

1. Administrative responsibilities (A above) —______hours 2. General office responslbihues (B above) —__ _hours

. [ A [
. : V. PROFESSIONAL READING, STUDY, AND ORGANIZATIONFLL ACTIVITIF.S L e

A. Professional Orgamzations and Societies: Membership and Attendance at Meetmgs ‘ ¥ ‘s\

1. In the table below please indicate professional memberships and attendance ‘at tectings during fall-quarter.™

Type of Organization ° ~ * X Parllt‘lpalion n
Name of Professional Organtzation or Soclety Stateor Offides Held (List) . Mectings ,
L - Local |Regional] National| (Use %below‘)
g 7
a. j . . ] , .
. i ; 1. ‘ ’
N s . IS
c ., 7 < .
2 3 __ d Al hd T "y - - N
* Code for participation -1 General neet! I d and d 2 Led papel ducilsalon, 3 Presented paper or formal speech. 4 Planned
program 5 Other (Please indicate ) . > -
-+
2 Estimate the total number of hours you have devoted to work for. professional orgamzations or meetmgs during fall quarier
(exclusive ot travel] time, whxch should be reported in Section VII-E) . . eimwe ee—t__hours
B. Further Professional Study : R s, : e B ) R
-

1. Last below the numbers and titles of any courses taken dyring fall qum . ' . N
DePartment and 4 N Credit Hours
Course Number* { - ‘. Title of Course Completed

“— 1 v VR 4 7

‘ - o
. . N . - Ly .
¢ Mark with an asterisk the numbers 0f courses taken as part of the re@nremmu jor an adVanced degree, ' N
‘ 2. Estimate the number of hours which you have spent fall guarter® in completing t\zese courses. :
- A Class attendance___hours. b. Parucxpatlon__‘_hours Total__- __ hotrs. B .

C Esnmate t.hc total numoer of hours during fall quamr, 1950 dcvoted to general professional reading and study (oxcluslvo of houn
1 olsewhere in this report). . . . - e o e

Emc . o 54 A

» . . .

4 - . - -
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/ VL OTHER CAMPUS ACTIVITEES ¢ ° .

A. Membership on campus committees during. the fali quarter
4 - Type of Commuttee
& ¢ No of H
N Name of Committes Check (V) One Mestin Offices Held, Fall Quarter <
- ‘ Dept. | & | unty, | Attended .
£ T
[} - , %ﬁ
- a - E ., - »
S *
: a
B. Attendance at staff meetings during the fall quarter. ' .
Type of Meeting No of
» Name o? Staff Meeting [ Check (V) One x ngs
. , Dept. [College| Other | Atten
4
T < R Y \
S——

C. Other Campus Service Activities (not ptﬁcrwise reported). Please describe briefly. . *

. ’ p] - ’

- »*
N - 5 . / . .
D. Appraxipute time during the fall quarter devoted to campus service activﬁies listed under Section vi - eeen———__hours
-~ b i . -

. ke

Nt
. VIL NON-CAMPUS SERV!CE ACTIVITIES -
*A. Advisory' and Consultative Services. Please indicate the nature and type of advisory or consultative assxstance rendercd ona regu-
government, and professlonal agencies,

lar basis under cuhtmumg contacts with private industry,
- Types of Orgamzation
v N - Check (V) One|| Check (V) One . :gg"g’,“ﬂ";;‘e. ,
Type ot Actiyity I M fm gg W Nature of Your Participation I;le?!““"’"
e “ -1 AT ’ ~
& =2 H g% W4 gg, E . i - Actiity
- . . & Sill & ak | 2 - R i . o
. . .
. »
- y . N -
LY 7 -
- 3
. y .,
K +

f ‘ .
king specialized help through telephone-nquiries, office calls, and comﬁpndence.

B. Other advisory services, largely to individuals see

Describe briefly the nature of this assistance.

4

5

i

- .

i

e

H
3

Y
13

. ye,
C. Speaking engagemers during the fall quar,tgr (exclusive of px:g{gssional papers’ listed under Section\V-4)
' Place (ie, city)

Subject of Talk

e
-

!
]
[}

Name of Organization

°

T
3

)
3

B

k]
3

%

1

f

t .

v

D. Approxlmate time during the fall quarter d%voted to non-campus servic® actlvmes llsted in B and C above'

E. Approximate time during the hn quarter Qevoted to tramportauoﬂ to and !.ro?m meetmz,s in connecuon wnth all off-campus urvico

lnd prohuionll activities,

LN

A

___hours

T N T s s i s sttt s et s s b OUTS

i
B

5 L.
EE 55)‘/
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CALIFORNIA AND WESTERN CON; COST AND STATISTICAL STUDY FORM L-2: INDIVIDUAL WORK ANALYSIS, 1954-1955 -
v - M - .
NSTIRUTION I camps N i ,71 'S NAME. RANK. ] ]
m ADMINISTRATOAS .
¥.couLGE Oh scHOOL - - ] DEPARTMENT.__- | ST .
g -
- A TEACHING WORK ANALYSIS 5
FIRST SCMESTER OR FALL QUARTER w STCOND STNLSTER OR WINTER GUARTER A SPRING QUARTER
i el e I YRR noor [ xor covese '0t - L meer O e’ 3
a1 Bovece  loare YL -TINg L 4] RYNSCA [ieeva | SLCTIONS! STUBCATS |weve | FyLe-TiNE]  OLPT RYNOCLA fowats | SLCTIONY] sTupErTs [wers [rwes troe
1 2 ) [ IR X ] [ $ 83 7 p~1 2 3] ¢ s : ?
- — T - .
.- ~
Lt ~; ) - H . - 3 ‘ . *
' : . ,
B w ot N
' N . M . 4
- H J . I -
' . P
- H ‘ . . -~ E .
[ . 3 - "
) i ‘?} e 0 o ' Yoe 3 )'f o
Ve . .. N A .
’ i ! e e 4 ) ’33 41 ;3 e
. $ G . “ A%, v 3 f . . ¥ I - PO
* < A . L . b3 .
- . NN ’ - 2 - N . \
‘ . ~ L - . » T o N '
. \ T R 1 ! N } -
+ N =" s 3 H 4 N e
I s I : . i CT
3 H —1 . s . the v
& S : _.«—-’—." A “ 14 . d
; . . I
' . . L ., s i 3 .
% - H - NS N
TEACHING TIME SuBfoTAL TEACHING TIME SUBTOTAL ™ | - A reACHING TIME SUZTOTRL ' B
) + g - - ‘. R . » . .
. Lk LA ~ «
P B NON-TEACHING W’ORK ANALYSIS 'C. "ACTUAL SALARY EXPENDITURES N
N (. e O heo Mavice oarcuaTed ], paacamacear ' | ] OTansans CLABIITICAASH oF BuBpcH I, {asar 7 7 e R [
N JSaTut wors P ppiienag $LAVIELS, 4KD RELATED ACCOVNTY 4 LarextvIne
Soesivnen - TR KT r:‘ Ter e o sesstan | ssedar | term -
ot 10, Jwns avinras [ | P
Ao S
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—— TACHING Tt SyR IR - - U i S N B
, I . N - v
L MIAICMDTAL AQUANLTAATION - N 3 -7
12300 C & fvoristiavar soincs : . b
; [CAOARIID ACTIYIMZS aDATED , W R
. constwconLpors . » | 23 ‘e b ’
812w el & Sprarurad Rossmnch 74 onaAR2LD ACTIVIRLS ARLATID TO < -
= [ B -
2 hisaany 1308 LIBRARY IKSTMUCTIONAL BEPARTMIRTS 1
- 1123213 "TaViCE & TORMATION 14 - 4] oncANRLD & tpONONLD RESEARCH | 1
] 770¢ EXTEN3ION N ] unaany L 1300
# lanucuL g Tir oision kA 11) AG IXTEASION L] Lo rurtic sTavicl ¢ mMOAMATION Ml A )
- 1t AL CAATAN S PATION 0 . | acncr st exagnsion LIy hl ,
1 oot SoncEs, « 2 . i6 | erseaa andssthanion el BT s !
s Tevary yexenms i Y *¢ | {alsnona soncrs [T} —
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O ‘~ FACULTY MEMBER
[ MC should b diectd o you degartnent caicman (v dean) o to Robet Hubbard, Ext
ru: dean’s office by Aptil 3,1%). . 47 5 7;

-

-

DEPARTMENT ,qammm (OR DEAN)

peY ": &.:’g;% I)' h
. ¢ . -
¥ N ’
. .oEspner L7
ASSIGNED T
. - SERVICE IN THIS
* FILE NO. NAME COLLEGE DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT
" Exhibit 3 v B '
- (Please detach and read ons before pleting)
WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY: . ) B *
FACULTY SERVICE REPORT - L : ’
Spring Semester, 1960-61 o
1. DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES IN DEPARTMENT NAMED ABOVE .
(1) ) (3) . (4) (5) - - (8 ﬂ_(l)a_ K
. 4 T T PER CENT OF EﬂVICE Fo -
e on oo e e I S S I
. . % o “
2 o ~ ‘ -
- L d " v
i?\ c 1 A ('™ )
= — Y I — ——
% - LAl : R AR
» % B ' &’;TE’: :‘n‘q {‘&?‘\; :7: ?n "
f@i’ ~ ‘7 ,‘?%" C !
Y g ] 7 :
! -~ ~ ) -~ d . ;
h " -
- ~ 5
. ¥ d- -
2 OTHER SERVICE TO DEPARTMENT NAMED ABOVE : > . _'
LLEPARTMENTAL on COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION . . ) ‘5; »| (@) ’ -
. ' -3 £3 N 4
(b)REst-jAch IN Youn PROFESSIONAL FIELD o i ®) - -
. g 1% . ) PR A
\ —‘(c\)\ﬁlgﬁc AND OTHEk SCHOLARLY ACTIVITIES IN YOUR FIELD : ? ¢ - { :
' g{«g , Y H I )
(8) DEPARTMENT, COLLEGE, AND UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES AND Couucus (d) 1 e
- (¢) COUNSELLING J. - . 7 3
(1) PER CENT UNDERGRADUATE ~ - : ’ ()] Bty , =
. {2) FER CENT GRADUATE OR GRADUATE-PROFESSIONAL Y (e.2) I\ '
(f) CURRICULUM-RESEARCH AND PLANNING . / .
* (1) BER CENT UNDERGRADUATE ) . H .y - .
i E Rz P \ Ve i
(2JPERCENT GRADUATE OR GRADUATE-PROFESSIONAL > 3 - it.2) ‘ Vo
7 = § T
(2) PUBLIG SERVICE (@) P | &
% Sy f] N K y g .
. . Y )
(h) OniER (SPEC!FY) . . . . 3 ln ) § N
. . >1 . H {
. - - . # ~ -~ S
T . N . v I R }
TOTAL OF PER TENTS JN ITEMS 1 AND 2 MUST EQUAL 100% *, - ’ .
< | 2 ) Ll :
N P ¥ | B ” " § 3 .
~ % B 7,*5 ) ) ?‘ N \‘ X 3 , - .
Sigrotyres of: 4 . : o *

enston 591, Please refurn both copies of the complet

4
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. - Exhibitvl - . :

4a . .
, s Please reod “Instructions ond Definifions’ pny"o completing the form.
. : ] .+ ACADEMIC STAFF TIME UTILIZATION STUDY ' '
. . - [ . FIRST SEMESTER OR QUARTER 1965-66
. . i . . ) -
. FOR YOUR FILE \ S P Dote Completed: s
. . . PR T .
: b LAY ) *
L - - .
. SECTION A: ‘CENERAL 5
A. Ronk ond/or Title: (1) Professor . ! {6) ——_._ Reseorch Associote . . .
¢ ) Associote Profegsor N Reseorch Assistont . \
 , {3) ——— Assistont Professor, (8) .——__Projsct Associota ¢ ) N
IR (4) . Instructor ()] “Project Assistont .
1{ (5) .___'Toochmg or Focylty Assistont _ (10) _____ Other (Pleose specify) .
| ) — ~ ="
| B Highest Acodomuc Degree Held (1) _____ Bochelor's, (2) ... Master' s, (3) Speciolist; (4) Poctor’s; . .
' (5) Other (Pllose specify) . -
C. Were you'on leave v?thout pay from the institution during lh% semesterorquarter?, J. .. . . . .. . . Yes : Nox .
© D, Are ol of your solary checks 1ssued by o source other than the institution with which .you ore ossociated? ... Yes - Nose .
s E. Does your up?ountmem with tho institutionol system extend fov fess than the entire seimester or quatu” M Yos , No . ~
i 1he answer 10 any one of questions C, D, or E 152" Yes’ ', return the questionnoire without complolmg the remaimng qoesnons t e
F. Is your oppmntmemfn more than one dopcmnent of the institution? A 3 . .. Yes Noi___r—--
G. in what department ol the institution 1 your mojor oppoinfment? , / v iem e ees S — “ —
H. Are yoy omployod by the msmuhon full-time ___________:,' pdri-time —,_g B H i
I1f ponrmno what pov cent doos Your first semester or quorter employment beor to 6u|l-rmo empioyment for that somesnr or qu,onor‘f Y.
3 ® Do NOT Write in Box : . ? "
_E f.h".'ANa,_ mis:x_f‘ Camp i D f . :czl'::f; ~R;:‘:‘|:' Dag lAppt % F.T. K { .
. { T IOTn N ) ¢
LN ” P o e [P ! ! H re ¢ i .
. . 1:213 l'qg 5 678 :_9 10 12,113 14 115 [16 |17 {18 {19 |20 |21 |22 :
s ! ¢ : ) .
~ . ‘ SECTION B: DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ‘ta ..
{ .

Where colhd for in the followmg, pleose report to the neorest hour the overage number of ‘\ows devoted to the indicoted octivity in on Gueroge o
typicol work week during the 1965-66 foll semester or foll quarter Exclude hours of werk for extro poy 1n oddition 10 regulor inshitutionol oppornt.

ment, and, duhres ond hours for which poy is not received from the msn'uhon. If 1tem under 'Ave Hogps Per Week'’ is not opphicoble, place 0 . . .
dosh (- ) "obove the bloak HEEN [ ) L : B o
) doe e N - L . . . T K T ~ .
Al v : . R S R
. N ‘ .
*1 Are you now teoching ony Orgonized (group) Instruction courses? ., . . o 5 . Yes_____; No . % .
I yeé report average hours per week devoted to : . } 1
L1 Direct In- Clossroom Jeoching = . - “ e ..Lj___._ 23 e
‘1.2 epcronon ond Associoted Activities ) TP - 25
. 1 3' Lonferring with Students (enrolled in your couvses) obout thot cousse worl( R : . . . ' _.,.__*_. 77
. T " .
2, Are.gou insttucting students individually in formo! or informal situotions? Yes .———, No . ‘ 3 . FPR
1f y€'s, repart average hours per week devoted 10 . . . g
*2 1 Individuot Work (other than extension) 3 -d ‘ o . .....:__._....., 2 -«
2 2 .Indviduol Instruction {in extension credit ond non-credit courses - such os cpu?spondenco study) 1N __jr,_j__‘ a .,
3. Do gou odvise individuoi students 1n,r8gofd to their totol ocademic progrom? i Yes R No o« if LA
H y€s, report w"s, ge houts per week devated to such odvising “ { i~ s ) _.L%__;_ 3 )
iSUB-TOTAL PF ABOVE ACTlVlTlES {1+ 20 3) ], . (_itj._—) 35
o ¢ e
4 Est‘?'-mted per cenp of the ' Sub Totol" of tems 1, Z ond 3 devoted 1o each of the f}l Ilowmg' types of students, 1‘3' A
4 L ’FmshmorySophomore Strdents 4 ’;.‘" —e % 37 % ? . ) .
¢ i M - -
‘4 2 Junior, Semot Spec:oi ond Adult Credit Studq.nls % e % 9 \3 ;
43 'Sroducte Students f : . O % 4l °
) 4, liLowpr Mediéal Students toe r . r .. . ...f._:..___._ % 43 } 3 X
Amoodn Bnumon Siuden!s . , e % 45 l P e,
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5. Are you engoged in Student Service ot Librory functions® . .., .. . Yes ‘v No
If yes, reﬁor"overuge hours per week devaied to these services” . ........ . . ..., ..., !
6. Do you perforﬁ any departmental, school or college, or overotl<campus
or snstitutional level odmimistrotive functions® | | | S ieine . Yes . No .
If yes. report averageshours per week devoted lo.
*6 1 Departmentel level administration N .
°6.2 ,School ar College level’administration. .
“Allot 13tal hours ot School or College level between, . .
°6.21 Budget, focility Pplanning, recruiting stoff, etc. e e e e PR
*6.22 Academic program development, 'euchmg assignments, etc. P
© %63 Campus or Institotional leve} administrqtion®, .. . P P
1
7 Asa part of 'your regular insiitutional Buties, are you engaged in scholarly, .
professional, or odministrative research? . . . n. Yes s No i . o
If yes, report average hours per week devu'edl'o 3
*7 1 Departmental research _ . vas e e o
*7.2 Budgeted research P O A .
*8. As o part of your regular mstnunonu' dunes, are you enguged n Aduh ©
Education and Publig Service octivities? .t Yes o No
If yes, report overuge hourd’ per wegk devoted to 'hese octivities - P iee.
°9. As a part of your regular ms'nunonul duties, are you engaged in
hd Auxihiary Enterprises® | . A viee veees . . ..Yes , No .
If yes, Jeport overage holrs per week devo'ed 'u,such octivities S . C eieieeea. .
.
*10. Do you engagh in Other Scholorly Activities? “Yes o Na_ 1 _ .
f yes, report overage hours per week devoted ta such activities . - ceegeeeee
1. Are you engoged in any univérsity activities which ean not be included i1n
any of items 1 .through 3 and 5 through 102, . ciiee o ee. B Yes w——i No
")es, please specify and givé average hours per week * ’
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or eight major categories, because the process of ‘all_ocation becomes too -

- .

. difficult, 'The,kind of information desired, and the mode of collecting such
+ . e " rs

information_ will, of course, determine the nature of the form to be used. >

, In my 0p1n10n the simplest and most d1rect way of collecting overall‘ -
t

faculty load data is to ask each faculty member to al'locate hlS total/orj( \ﬂ\ f/ _
[ ] ~ -
~ 57 -
t],me on the basis of percentages. In other words, a full-time emplpy,ee U ‘/ ~T
S/

would allocate his 100 pef cent time among such act1v:,t1es a,s.i.eachﬁxg,h

istration, research, ‘counseling, etc. ; accord1ng to his best est

g ~\
. he spent his time during the specified\term. No assumption_w,

. A T .

about the standard work-week or the equating of 1

sandl,e(:ﬁ_

. simpl® consider all his activities and cons1der theﬁy(/tm

100 per cent time. Obviously no one could exceed 100

a another payi'ng job. .
) ) A
L * . %
. I't is also 1mpou~tan€ to know what each er's load is in terms ™
- \ S
' vof amomt of time spent but this 1nformat1on obtained in a géneral
e - \ .
estimate for a sp,ec1£&ed time périod. In ogher wor;ds, each. fa’culty member
- B it - . - a2 \/ * s e 08 ’ .
could be asked to r,eport an. est1mate oﬂ the average nmnber of hours he dctually
worked per week dur1ng=the particular per1od be1ng studi:ed Thus, he might .
LA 1 N -~
allocate his 100 per cent time among his’several act1v5.t1es and, then 1nd1cate .

that he est1mates that on, the average he “worked about 50 hours per week that ’

< i Y

L3
semester. With this Pnformation, the perg.entage figures can be used to repro- -

: » . s \
¢ - duce the number of hours spént on particular activities for an average week,
) ” - . _ o
if thers is intere§t in such figures. . -, ..~ -
t .
-, \>l prefer th1s approach to the add1,t1ve process because our studies indi-

[ :,..

cate that" spurlpusly high averqge work weeks arg; obtiined by the latter . .

proced}xre. For example, in one such study we gound average work weeks of 58

to 59 hours per week and ranging as h1gh as 120 hours.

I bel1eVe that thére

O

is a natural tendency for people to over- est1mate t1me spent on infrequent

-~

Y

o E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e
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‘activities that may take only 15 minutes or a half hourfat a time, and that

o, ¢ L3 » . N

whén these over-estimates are accumulated, one ends up with an average work’

week thdt is spufiously high. A second reason for my preferring the percentage

approach to tlie hourly appfoach is that it is usually more time-consuming and

more difficult for,faculty.memﬁers to identify and isolate the number of hours

.

) spent'on particular activities over a‘semester or quarter than it is for them R
\ ’ i ‘ . ) *
to make a gross estimate of pergentage breakdowns. Although at first I shared"
. . .
a rather general skep}icism of the ability of faculty members to make accurate

percentage estimates of their time, after much study and involvement with the

sevetal metﬁqﬁs of reéordiﬁg time spent, I hayve come to the conclusion that )

- » ‘Facul ty members can de an extraord1nar11y good job of est1mat1ng the1r t1me 4
allocation . After ali, most faculty members have to develop a sort of bu1lt- o
in time clock to pace themselve; in their teaching and other duties, so the i é
process is not new to:them. . V - '

,~ } should mentlon, I believe, that many people are afrald of collectang
faculty load informafion because they believe it will result in a standa;d P

o iw e . o s .8 Wu e ke “ o e

" oria féréula being estdblished. I believe it is unwise to establish a standard

i g )y -

" work-week or to,attgméé to set faculty loads ﬁy formula. Our activitiesh;re )

i T

- P PR . y
so complex and varidble that'it is impossible'to set up any simple formula

.

and even complex formulas cannot ta}e{into;account individual differences in
i K . ’
work habits, the effects of experience, or different attitudes toward teaching.

' . a.| . ‘)‘
~ Hoyever, we must recognize thg/fact that other groups such as legislators and
regents often do think}in terms of standards: It is useful, therefore, #for . :
. . ! - ! ! ) H _' )
administratbrs to havégfigures such as average work-weeks for faculty. Such
g i .
. ’ { A

averages can be used as points of reference Ln making faculty 3551gnmen§s but

g
. %
ke

they should not be used as a mold for’évety faculty member -- var1at1on 1n

lbads should be expectpd and even planned. «Faculty load reports:withou% vy
o .o : 3 3
¢ ’ - ! ' ' v o N 4 g
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7
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restrictive standards can be useful, therefore, in identifying levels and

~
-

#areas of maximum and minimum activity, as well as functional emphases®for the

-

O

RS
-~ space than 1s avallab’le here but comments about a few highlights of these. K

o L] I S oA ’
RIC : .
) / 1 2 ,

4 Lo .. .
s . - S
, : 52 62 . -

faculty as a whole. Q'I‘he administrator should then be able to combine such

ErS

information with other information about faculty activities, such as the num-
L3

’

ber of committee assignments, publications, number of advisees, research output,

€tc., to interpret the figures.

-
e “ . .

Kinds of Data Available from a Faculty Load Study I
i Yo, \

+ _ Some of the kinds of data ava11ab1e from an analysis of faculty activities
< . . »

ﬁj/
are shown in Tables 1 - 5. Thorough discussion of these tables requires mwre 7

‘o o

tables willl sérv; to indicate the kinds of interpretati_on that can be made . §
of such ‘déta.‘ . It should be stréssed that data from’a faculty load study do t%
. ¢ . . . A

3 N .
not provide answers -- data merely' point to areas that should be looked at

3 3 N 2

more closely, raise questions, or provide quantitative measures useful in
%

rese?.rch ‘and organized an spor;sored research and separate listing for depart-
, ’ e . e ¢ * i1

mental and general administrative gctivities'. o ‘ '
3 LI

- e N . i N
}These data represent the activities of faculty in a liberal arts college. °
Looking across in the first TOW under "Professor," the -table 1nd1cates that .
, v M

Ol’ll)’i two per cent of the full professors d1d no teachmg dlglng the year under ,

study. Ikn conurast 25 per cent spent no time on departmental reSearch 90.5 2

’ 2 . - 1 LA

3
Al

®upporting or refuting -preconceptj.ons or claims., The data a:;eﬂintended to f
) ! .
helpjadministrators make decisions. = %49 ' '~ AN K oot \ '”5:
frable 1 shows one way of presentmg data to illustrate ithe fuhctlonal kq;’
: emph3515 reflected by. the u:e of faculty t1me: The data show \the percentages 5;(:
of t:ime devoted by fac(lty xﬁembers in t}\s various ranks to teachmg, researcl; .
amn;stj:::on pubhc and professmnal services, and student services. ﬁ:
Additional detail is provi_:ed by breakdown of research into departmental )




TABLE 1 »

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF FULL-TIME"ACADEMIC STAFF MEMBERS IN LIBéRAL ARTS.. COLLEGE DEVOTING
- r ° N N

SPECIFIED PROPORTIONS OF TIME TO VARIOUS FUNCTIONS, ARRANGED ACCORDING,TO RANK
3] . .

Oztg. § Spons.” Total

Rank and Per.

. Research

Cent of Time

No.

15

- 12

- Assre. prot

13
15
22

12

g

j
L

ls’ub & Prof: - Msfﬁ‘ae’ﬁg -
Admin. @y " Services
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! e TABLE 1--Continued T / / o .
. ¢ N — " /
7 7 T Y
- ’ “ * Org. &Spons. Total,. - Dept. - l-Genmeral fpPub. § Profy, " Stu t
Rank and Per, Teaching ____Research Research - _Admin. ' Admin. ' _Services Jervices
Cent of Time N, % No. " % No. % No. % #No. %/ No. "% No. %~
B . . % “ - _‘ , N . ' Jl . “ :
°  Instructor ) ’ - N . - - . N . - ’
0%’ . e 0 - - 40 T71%4 54 96.4° .38 67.8- 40 71.4 53- 94.6 35+ 62.5 26 46.4
L1580 L -0 -'- 2 36 0 -- .2 3.6 13 23.2 1 1.8-' 17 30.3 23 41.1
6-10%" - * "1 " 1.8 44 710 -, T4 7.1 2+ 3.6°° 1, 1.8 3 -54 75 8.9 .
11-205. ° 3 5.4 " 2 --3.6 0 . -, w2 “36- 1 1.8 0" -=--"0 - 1. 1.8
o 21-49% 9 16.1 * 8 14.3 ,\0 -.. 8 1437 0 - 0 « -. 1 1.8 17 1.8
~ " 50-79% N 10 17.8 0. - 3.6 2 3.6 _ 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
H g0-1005 0 33 589 g . - o - 0 4-."" 0 7 1 r8 o0 - o -
. sTotal 56 100.0. Sg, 100, 56 100.0 56 10[{.0 56 100.0 56 100:0 56 100.0 56 100.0
. . . . . , 6’; ; \ - ' 3 . . . .
All Ranks N St ; e - .
) 0“’3 4 1.4 108 375y 261  93.2 88 -31.4 101, 36.1 229 81.8 .104, 37.2 119, 426
, 1-5% " 0. - .34 12,1 0+ - 33 1],.8: 97 34.6 3 13.9 115 41.0 102 36.4
6-10% . ‘4 1.4 33, 11.8 0, ~.-° 32 1L.3+ % 12.8.° 7 ' 2.5 42.7 15.0 44 15,7
11-20% -6 2.2 45 16.1° 1\ - %4 7 46 16.4 16 5.7 % 1.1 17 6,1, 1 3.9
,21-49% » .60 _ 2]1.% 56 20,0 °6 2.1 62 ,22.2 20 7.2 0 - 2 .7 2 .7
50-79% . 115, 41.1 7. 2.5 12) 4.3 19 6.8 407 3.6 0. - 0 - 27
80-100%  \'* oI 32,5 0 - 0 s 0. i-»" 7o - 2 .75 0" - 0o -
" Total | 280 100.0 280 -100.0 ~280™=100.0"° 280 100.0, 280 100.0 ' 280 100.0 280 100.0\- 280 100:0-
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per cent spent no time on organized or sponsored research and 59 5 per cent .
A ]

\ R

sgent no time on general administration. “At the other end of the pewntage

wl e i o

o
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distribution, the table shows that 53. 5 per cent (40.4 + 13.1) of the fu11~

\ A

professors spent 50 per cent or more of their time on teaching and only 8.3.

-~

[ ]

.

»

-

: Looking at the utilization of the professdrs' time alone the table sh‘ow@

’-

.

\ h x
F

a

..“2_

—_per cent spent half or more of their time on research. In comparison, the
- \ o, .

firstﬁt?mfr figures under*ile heading "Associate Professor" shows that

78.3 per cent of the associate professors spent 50 or more per cent of their

time on teaching ando farther down the same column the reading is 90.9 per cent
/

of the assistant professors who devoted half or more of their time to teaching.

The small amount of participation of the dssqciate professors and the 35515-

tant professors in -general adnunistration of the university is reflected by

-t ’

the 83.7 per cent of the associate profesSors and 97.0 per cent of the assis-'

tant pxofessors who spent no time at all on general admnistrative duties.

+

This category 1nc1udes reported part1c1phtion on commttees, as well as other,

H ] s
~‘__/k1nds of more formal admmist’rative duties. , ) i

‘ -
s

-emphases. The data presented in Table 2 show i striking comparison the ways, -

in which these functions ave reflected by the u5f of academlc staff time. }

-

clearly that college A, at_least in terms of profesSorial emphasis, is the' 3
: '

college that promotes teacﬁing and public and professional service, because
» - . - 7
a comparatively large proportion of the full professors (56.6) spent 50 per

a P

cent of more of their time on teaching, a large propor{;ion' (69 7 per cent)

-

spent fg;ve per cent or 1ess time} ’??é.i‘ch and another large proport(oni
s VG o

7
(52,. -per cent) ,spent mor‘p‘ than'lO per cent of their ti e on public and -»

I Sy (Ve !
prq%?ionar SbrvidesT «In ’?i/mparigéﬁ'f cﬁm'eé' ETprofesso show sa resdarchy
o . £

A
and public and professignal servuﬁe emphasis with a small proportion spendi

g

w:w-w‘w [

‘e g

it
4

It is commonly cknown that different colleges have different fnnctionai i
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7 L . TABLE 2 . '
) .ot * . . -
. ' A COMPARATIVE DISTRIBSTION OF FACULTY TIME X -
’ h . :
IN 3 COLLEGES IN A UNIVERSITY ., .
A : - ) .
A . .
. w2
‘ . o e
v 3 _ o S~ - ~ - =~ g T R
? N ~ = \’ o, ° » 'Y . ;
- ; Teaching 50%* . y==.Resgarch, 5% . Public ‘§ Prof. Serv. °
Rank ° : * _ or more Time . or less Time > Moré than 10% Time’®
College College College College College ‘College ,College College College
A B . c_ . A " B C A B = C
o ' 7y B ., B « . s
Professor 56.6 . 11.5 53.5 ° 69.7  °13.1 * 32,177 52.2 %459 _ 11.9
Assoc. Professor  57.% \\1‘%3 78,3 6dls © 17.0 I35 . 428 51.2 6.7
Asst. Professor  54.6  31.0 90;0‘\ 6?:7 .40.4 39.4 - 273, 26.2 4.5
N ’ . e < . ° - .
Instructor "~ 50.0 37.4 76.7 W 53.2  71.4 . I2.5 9.4 1.8
- s ~%g N i \ "\ -',-;,, - RS
- B ” . ; ‘3 . . - - .
.Total. 54.7° 22,7  -73.6 73,5 27.8 - 43.3 - 3.0 35.8 ' 6.8
. " ' N - ,{é .
- i - > s
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half or more of their time teéaching, a small proportion.doing very little
k-

research,, and a large proportion spend1ng a compa°rat1ve1y large amount of

time on public and pmfessmnal services. The third college, college C,
reflects a teaching and research emphasis, with very 11tr,1e time spent oh

pub11c and professmnal services. The same kinds of emphases “carry fairly

. A

7 ;
well -thro‘lﬁbout all ranks in this—three college comparison. :
,The kinds of basic data that can be tabulated from a comffrehensxve faculty.

0

load study, data which can be used not only-for careful compar1somé;_he
. - ‘

’

kinds of teaching output in relation to the amount of faculty effort involved,
but which are essential to the .development of a unit cost analysis, are
presented in Table 3. From this table the reader can easily see that 16
_courses were offered in Or1enta1 Languages at the lower division level, wh1ch

/

" had 234 coufse enrollments. Tl}e amount of money reqmred, in terms of teach1ng

”

salary expenditure only, to offer these 16 -courses was $14,111; in the far

- . ’ °

right-han;i cqlum, Ihf full-time eciui.v,alent teaching staff .involveg in teaching

the 16 courses is shown as 2.20. In conlparison the Physics Department offered s
Y . e
8 lower division courses to 4, 192 eourse enrollments, at a’ teaclf(ng salary

p ’

- expenditure of $67,229, )xtx1121ng°19 3 full time equivalent teachJ,z,\g staff
The 'data for the Psychology Degartment sliow that four courses were t'aught to

. ; 2,511 course enrollments )(shghtly mdre than half- of the number taught 1n'
‘the physacs courses)y, w1th a teaching salgry expendz.ture oF $32,988 (shghtly

.

4 7
less than half‘of the expend:.ture for the phys1cs courses) and'8 o full-tige

[ o 4 -~

/~ ‘ equ1va1ent teaching* staff (agaln less than ha1f of the number used in’ the

o A

— : phy51cs courses). It is apparent from these flgures' that the salary level

and the level of/(e facul@' used in teach1ng e coux‘ses will in part détermne i

,the unit cost figures tha% will beapderlved from such ba51c data ,b <, "
Some of’ the k1nds of unit measures that can be denved from faculty lodd .
. \\
data are shown in Table 4 Such rfeasures, 11ke theé baS1c data shown earher, '9

ERIC e T e
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T TABLE 3 v - .
. . ' *BASIC DATA, "LOWER DIVISION - s T,
. ¥ . » .
Number Number of Colrse Stude t  Tptal "Student Teaching r.T.B.
Depariment of Course Credit -(Credit lass , Class Salary Teaching -
R Courses Enrollments - Hours. =~ Hours Hours Hours Expenditure Staff’ IR
1027 Oriental- Lang, 16 234 sl - - 766 66 766 141i1 2.20
[ ’ K . <7 - . * a
1029 Philosophy . 6 3391 5 - 24 , 10173 2?3_ 1016IO\ . 39074, ’ 10.08
1030 Phys. Educ. . 5t 6360 10 | 3332 N7 14106. ' . 80334 15.06 . °
@' 103g Physics f 8 a192 . 45 12533 562 18867 67229; 19,31 -
3 - . _’ .: . . . o ) - . .
10?."&2 Polit. Sci. . 2., . IS§_9 12 -, 4767 188 6356 '\ 42046,';7« 12,18 . ! P
. - Y (A FE - *
»1033 psychoh{gy 4 2511 24 ;(‘ 7533 128 10049, 3298% e 8,86 : . -
] °1035 Scandinavian . 6 4y 24 164 24 -, 164 2281 . . .41
1037 Sociology 3 462 9 1386. 38 1386, . 7252 2.05, B
. ® . 3 . . . ® - -
. 1038 Span. § Portug. 15 . 1605 71, 6027 387 7158 52408, -~ 1%.95 . -
. . . [ . h' - > . ;‘;' i . N -
1039 Speech . 9 3202 63 . 9841 403 9944 ‘ ~59837§§' 611,54 o
; 1040, Zdology’ . -4, Tk T 22 % 55IS 288 9894 -, 28763;?3 4, 8.26 -
) - ; , 2 bR P 3 '
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.. - TABLE 4 .
. . ’ " . UNIT MEASURES, LOWER DIVISION
L./' v - .
. R Student . Class . Student RN
: . Teaching ‘Salary, ha Credit *Hours  -Class Mean
. ° ' Expendi ture e Hours Per Hours Class Size’ ‘
* Department Per Student- Per Student- Per F.T.E. Per F.T.E. F.T.E. Per F.T.E. [Non Lab. Total
. Credit-Hour Class-Hour Staff Staff Staff  §taff Lab. -
1027 Oriental Lang™ " 18.42 18.42 6414 7 348 30 348 12 7 °12
1029 Pﬁflosophy . ' 3.84 ’ . 3.85 3876 1009 227 1008 46' . 46
1030 Phys. Educ. 24.11 5.70 5334 221 ¥ 48 937 21 20 20
. N .
1031 #Rhysics + 5.36 3756 3481 649 © 29 977 - 98 17 34
3 . ¢ . Nﬁ .
81032 Polit. 8&ci. ", ,8.82 ~ 6.62 3452 391 15 522 - 34 "34
1033 Psycholagy -4.38 3.28 3723 850 ° .14 P IR 79
1035 Scandinavian 13.73 13.73 .5490 - " 4p0 59 400 7 T
"1037 Sociology ‘ 5.23 5.23 3537 Y676 19 676 36 36
1038 Span. & Portug. ' 8.70 - ’ 7.32 3505 403 26 2478 18 18
. . ) . ~i:,;- - . * .
1039 Speech . 6.08 6.02 5185 853 35 862 25 25
1040 Zoology 's.21 2.91 '+ 3482 " 669 - 35 1198 310 22 3
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; - . - e,
- . §l’ ~ . ’ .' - °
. . . 7 ) -
O ‘ oy A
"ERIC : O . 63 ~ S LR
| T - P 5 ; \;w




AN

AY
. Q
ERI

&

B

can be obtained for lower division, upper division, total undergraduate,

graduate and- total umlergraduate and graduate categones, if suc’h detail

is de51red The first three columns show what the unit'cost measures 1look

) A\
- . . . - .~ s N
like ,if only teaching salary expend1tures¥re considered. In 0r1enta1 Lan-

guages, for example, the cost was $18.42 for each s'tudent credlt hour taught

time equivalent staff member involved:

or $6, 414 for ea'ch %-

.

A}

~7

these classes was 12 «or)iigr compar1son, the cost of teachmg each student

<Y A .."

!'
The average class size was .20 arld the numbér of student credit hours faught
S

per full-time equ1va1ent stsaff was 221. In physics, the cosf was much lbwer

.

per student credit hour (§5. 36), wh1ch reflects the lower teachlng salary

expendltur@per 'full t1me tquivalent staff ($3, 481) As you would expect

v € '
e other ‘two sub]ects andv the avevage

q

the ,number of student credx.t hours tat:?t per full- t1me equ1va1ent staff was

much h1gher in physx*cs (649') than in

class s1ze was 34 well above that of the other subjects. A fourth’,sub]ect

.

\‘%

«

An t}fe 11st1ng - psychology -- was even less expensive than the other thrge
€

«

($4§38 per tu\dent credit hour). This low cost was due partly to the lower

1

teaéh‘ing/salary expendi ture per full time equ1va1ent staff (83, 723) but ‘more

Spe’c1f1ca11y becau&e of the 1arge number of student cted1t hours produced

per full ‘time equlvalent staff (850) -and ‘fhe very 1arge average class size

{79) . If total departmental expendltures are de51red dat'a can also be

collected cor\cernmg the expend1tures for equipment, supphes

and other asswtance: an added to the teachlng salary expenditures, to deyelop
‘ . .

," . ——

and secretarial

°

. -

~

70

b

i




~~ L LY
N ‘ - : y
R T - ' . r “w ), .t . .
§3 e . 2w ‘ ot ( )
o - - & ) 4 [ . -
. . . ‘ ~ Eb: . '
. . , B ‘ - . r
1 . ; ~ B ‘ ' ) ’
. . . D
‘ . - ot ‘ e - ) N ‘ 4 .
' * ‘e m « TABLE § . o > 1 ‘
d £ d > ' 1
33 . S . in 3 e o |
T v DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL FU L-TIME -EQUIVALENE SfAFi‘-ih’ORglNG IN;ANQ/OR' PRID BY INSTRUCTIONAL o , N A
- « DEPARTMENTS, COLLEGES, AND SCHOOLS, AMONG TEACHING™AND NONATEACHING FUNCTIONS.AND f
' .- , T '% AMONG:ACADEMIC RANKS R *, .
e e T s HREA . . - *
= ; oL d ) . . } L. ,
B Y o7 i = -
. AsSociate ; Assistant ¢ . -l *Teaching . \ AlL .
Professor Professor Professor " Instructort Assistant Ranks .
Per Cent Per,Cept Per Qent PR | Per Lent. Per Cent ~ | . N Per Cenga 1 |
i F.T.E Of Total F.T.E of al. F.T.E Of Total FiT.E | Of Total F.T.E Of Total F.T.E " Of Total
) In In In - ,In In ' in .+In . In In o In I
Functions Rank Function - Rank Aunction Rank Function Rank _Functjon » Rank' Fufiction Rank Function,
| . ; g s o B M 5 L ; Id -
Teaching 174 19,3 43.8 R 146 16,3 S1.6 179 19.9 56.6 101 11,3 66.2 300, 33.§' 98,3 90} 100.0 61.8 -
Departmental N @ . . IR
... Research 95 36,3 24,0 62 .23, 21.%_}, 72. " 2706 Fzz_.g 30 - 115 19,8 7, .9 .8/ 203 1000 18.0°
~" Departmental T : e . ' -
Admn, 52 54,0 13.1 24. .1 *mé.sgw 16 17,4 5.3 2 2.9, .._1\.8 -, - .5 4.2.‘ 96 100.0 6.6
. = Public § » * . . - I R .ot T, .
, +Professional N . ) .
= Sep, 21 45,6, 53, 10 22, 12 2.3 3.9 2 4.9 15 2 % 100 32 -
_  Organized § - v ' . i .
Sposored Res 23, 27.1 6.0 24 2801 ; 28,2 7.8 12 s R 1 1.9 °s 88 100.0 6.1
Organized . ~ T o w b A *
b hctivities 3360 .8 .1 45 M 1.7 4wl T - 2.4 7.1 8 100.0 5
Institutional " ' "
Adnin 15 - 67.5 .3.9 5 ©22.5 1.8 9.y .. .7 . 4Lt by ¢ 23 100,0 1.6
Univer§ity . .o ot - ( .
* + Coungeling . 22,2 .1 4.4 .1 o 11,1 '+ 11,1 .1 . . 100.0 2y
All Other 2 . S \ . .
A s - 12 40.3 31.1 9 2.7 32 7 25,4 2.4 T3 3330 .7 . 70 30 1000 . 2.1 .
* Total 398 27.3 100,0 284 19.5100.0 317 21.8 100.0 , 153 10.5 100.0 305 100.0 100.0 1459 100.0 100.0
§° o . L . R - . . .
. 5 - R - 7 - .
3 Fa e .y : . (, N o R
t . . ’ * . N i
. . . M . N
. . B . K Y et £ 9 . . , A'p
. - ] Y'L . e » - N R
. ; R . 1 . o - . ‘ - \
’ % L . s, LI . e . N
A2 . ? t wE o Ye g, Y 3
P R %4"‘ . . . #h o b - ff‘ .. .
(€] : A N . ’7 1 t o
' : R [ : DO . <Lt
ERIC ~ 2ol .
: B " . ) o .
. P z -




s
v
PSS N

- - N 3
: BT . 2 ' \\ ;
! ", ? N ' ° 7 - } ?
+ unit measures showing total expenditures in relation to the various units

of output. . . .

§

Table 5 shows another way of obtalnlng an overview of the total func- \
, N -
» tional emphaszs of a college or department by fﬁnk or for all ranks com- .
. bined. ThlS uﬁble also shows how faculty Ioad data can provide a ppcture
of the relatIVe allocat1on of faculty time at the various ranks for 'a given
- , :functlon In. the 1atter 1nstance‘for example, looking at row one,“the‘data
show that, of total faculty time devoted to teaching, 19.3 per cent wae time

spent by full profesSors, 16.3 per cent wag time spent by assoc1ate professors,

'19.9 per cent wﬁs time spent by assistant professors 11 3 per cent by instruc-

L

tors and 33 3 per cent by teach1ng ass1stants, in this particular colleger

Y
» The data in the column headed "In Function" provide z H}cture of the

functionak'enpha§is of staff time spentat each-rank or by each rank group.
For example, of all time §pent by the 398 full-time equivalent profeégors,
43.8 per cent of” the time was spent on teacbing,§24.0 per cent spent on

departmental research, and 13.1 per cent on departmental administration, etc.
. - + - *
These data," then, proggﬁe agother overview of how a faculty, as a group,
. . =)

-

spent its time, in a form different from tbat shown in Table 1. . °

» z
g . X R - . v
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increasing reliance on selective admission policies and practices -for an in- )
* < . -

O
N
|

L

'/S;I‘QJDIES IN COLLEGE ADMISSIO'N ‘ c
AN . >
Cameron Fincher
Inst#tute of Higher Education
_@J’niversity of Georgia - '

; L N .
. ' 04

. The difficulties.of gaining admission to the college of one's choice 4
v - .
have reee1ved a great deal of publlc atfention in recent years. The nation's

,,. J

’ ns1ng b1rﬂf rate in the early years of World War II and the "baby boom" in

‘ . -
the postwar years, coupled wlth a rap1dly growing general .demand for higher

A}
education, have produced no little alarm that Righ school graduates will be™*

unable  to enter»the college of their first choice. The reason has been an W

creasingjumber of the nation’s institutions of higher education. Parents ;
hoping that their sons and daughters would attend.college at the parentts
R A i

alma mater have frequently found that their childfen were in intense compe- Ty
< Do

tition with thousands of other applicants for a relatively few seats in.the

g ' H
N

freshman class. For example, acco ing to the “Stanford Observer OVer 8, ,000° .
amp g

appl1cants are seek1ng admission to Stanford Un1vers1ty in the Fall orf 1967; 'f_
, - -
the’ number of freshmen ‘that w1ll be adm1tted is. 1,300, g1v1ng a ratio of -

X - -
over six appl1cants .to one admitted freshman. . . ~.

. ~
:In the FalL of 1961 the number of entenng fzeshmen in the nation's' “®
- v

colleges éxcéedeq one mil»lion for the first timei in the Fall of 19647-the

year in wgich ‘the first crop of postwar babies entered college-l;the .nunber

of ente.r‘ing freshmen' increased b'y almost one quart(;r of a million. Projec-
tions for the future 1nd1cate that, by. ’1975 we w1ll have two million freshman

entenng college the Fall Quarter. Total ‘college enrollment in 1975 is &

- . L 61 74 - ot R




.

O

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3 ’ ) *
3 s . .
v

.

r ’ ‘

pro;ected to be almost nine million--meaning s1mp1y that two out of every

v -

nine college students in’ }975 will be freshmen just entering college {Projec-
tions of Educat10na1 StatlStICS to 1974 75, 1965)

> .
The purpose of thlS paper is not to review the innumerable studies that

N -

F
have been conductéd in the area of cgllege admission® but rather to discuss

-

some of tife problems involved in college admlss1ons and to g1ve somethlng

of an overview of studles in" admission as one form of 1nst1tut1ona1 research
i .
. N -F

- ‘The Admissions Pgocess

\

’ T e

Frank Bowles (1963) has def;ned the adm1sslons process as ''the series

~ ’

of selections to which students are subJected by tﬂ!&r country s edgcatlonal
system through the entire perlod in which they maturé to the age of entrance

to higher education." Admission to college, in his opinion, 'is a process
. )
~ - v -

which encompasses 'all the events in an individual's life that influence his

.

entfance 1nto ‘an institution of h1gher educatlon. Many of these events are

planned and e formal others, of course, are entirely fortultous.

. .

Y From the v1ewp01nt of institutions of h1gher education @the admissions

process begins when a prospective student makes 1nqu;ry concern1ng adm1551on

to that 1nst1tut1on and requests, perhaps, a catalog and aﬂ~npp11cat1on,

. .

blank. The various requ1rements fon.admlsslon to the nation's numerous insti-

.
’ ’

tutions are the outcome of ovkr two hundred years of trial and errox on the

part of the nat1on s oldest colleges. Broome (1963), 1n his h1stor1ca1 review

- -

of adm1551on requirements, states that the'flrst fprmally stated, adm1551qp

requf}eménts were the ab111ty to read and to- wrnt% Latin and thegablllty to
A s

‘read Gredk. As-other colleges and universities were established for purposes

other than envisioned by our colonial ancestors¢ different requirements were
k4
s

established. It is of interest, however, that‘anythlng.appﬁggchlng un1form

requ1rements in-English were not establlsheg until the close of the: 19th
. &

. . - é:u
-+ - S e, .
. \
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century. Broome gonCluded from his review that the most important problem

-

4t

involved in admission to college was the need for closer articulation between
Q T . -

the high sch0017 and the cé?ieges. He decried the efforts of high schools

to play a dual role of preparing students for college while at the same time

s

trying to prepare for immediate employment upon graduation. For those unfa-

mi liar with Broome'S work, his book was'first published in 1903 and was

reprinted by the College Entrance Examination Board in 1963. Broome also

made the statement that "Educational principles and practices are undergoing
. .

. a revolution." ¢ b - : - ¥ .

. . . ’ - ) S B}
& Despite the contemporary ring of Broqme's criticisms and recomuendations,

it is nonetheless true that college admissiow has become.a far more complex,
time consuming process. Application blanks have become more extensive, .

. ' M
testing is an inherent part of the process for almost all colleges, high 1 v

school %ranscripts are submitted and evaluated more systemabically (1ncreas- ;}\\
) - . . .
LN

. ingly by computers in the 1arger~un1ver51t1es) Playing a much smaller ‘role

. .(,, .

. oy
are letters of recommendation from ministers, physiciafis, and other public .
Q * -
leaders. Also diminishing in "importance are recommendations from high school

<Y,
’ N4

principals and---except in the case of athletic scholarships---recommendations
+ .

from influential alumni. - . . - ;
The increasing complexity of the admissions process is quickly sensed, ,
) . v Lo : -

by a brief perusal of college catglogsn The number o}!pages given to dis- ‘ s

cuss? of admission requirements and the detailed description of procedures

- 0y

is ample proo that admission to college is an involved process., As Hauser -
L2 ’ .

and Lazarsfeld (1964) have shown, the admissions process ‘is 1ncre351ng1y

directed by a specialist for whom admissions work is”his major<or sole respon-

- !$ibi1ity. Indeed, admissions work is of such a magnitude that seven percent

. - W o X
\ of the subJects in the Hauser and Lazarsfeld held- the title,."Dean of

) * . _ .

Q \dmissions." : ‘53 .

EMC . C 7ﬁ6‘ , .~
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Current Problems In Admissions v e /

ol . 88
5 o ] i, )
¢ - Although there has been a rapid specializa_ti(in of admissions work since -

% World War II, it would be a.mistake to infer that the problems of admissions
“ . T
are common to all colleges and.universities. -The variety of institutions of
. N . . . v, @
h,igher education in the nation and the diversity of students entering those

-
" institutions insure that no single admissions program will serve every insti- -

tution. . v ‘ -, -
“

. -

Yet, there is something of a tendency to perceive selective admissions
as one means of coping with the problems of large numbers of stud&nvts. Some

2 SN
? colleges are coinmitted to ma1nta1n1ng current levels of enrollment and are

3

eeking better prepared students with the expectat1on that the over-all quality

~ of the college will be improved. Other colleges.are willing to increase

enrollments but are hmted by phys1cal facilities and fm%{xmal resources.
. Still others---such as the large state 1m1vers1t1es——-are required to expand
enrollments but must, out of necessity, establish some kind of selective
‘ " admissions program, - ) .,
’ 133.? efforts of many states Lo develop a system of junior colleges is a .
. ’ Py

definite meaps of facilitating "‘access" to, igher educat1on but 1t does not

1mply that all J'un1or colleges w1ll have: ope -door policies. %If we may judge

- ¢ ’ -
I”the prevailing. tendencies’in education, many ]mior colleges willsmave as
? : L . h 4'
“quickly as posSible to establish‘selectivg criteria. ! \ . ) \
. N . ° . ‘A .
. . o ' - , c . d ) <
s @oses and Godls® . o
. RS »
- ' Many oof the problems-in college admissions stem from cbnfhctmg views |

of the purposes and goals of h1gher education. Many college administrators

.

rightly reject an 1nst1tut1onal role as "custodiah" and others argue cﬁgently .y

' that no benefit accrues to 2 student who is admitted even though there is

‘v good ev1dence that he will be excluded for failure to maintain acadéhic . .
7 '
l: N,C '\ ® - ¢ e . 2 f . '&%& *
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t % . ‘ ;.
standatds.” Yet, one of the major prohlems in college ad{nissions is the
L 4 .
extent to which the institution will be selective in admitting students.. '
B ; ‘ A I
To use two terms borrowed from communication theory by Cronbach and Gleser
L

/
7 (1965), we could say that the problem is one of striking the right balance

between bandwidth and fidelity. The nation's%golleges and univérsities must

admit students who will meet degree requirements/while at the same time

.

keeping the door open enough to serve the diverse 'objecltives of students,
‘e . ¥

society, and state. - : . .

Glghal Versus Analytic AsAessment . ' ” )

;( ~

; hd - ~
‘Confronted with the necessity-of selecting students, the problenf then .
lﬁff; . : -,
becomes ore of dec1d1ng how to assess the qua11f1cat10ns of the apphcants. .
“ ° s

The question of'what to assess is not as irrelevant as it would first appear.
T . . : v
N Hauser and Lazarsfeld's study reveals that the majority of adgission officers

‘ believe their most importa:ht function to be one of selecting students who

will contributeo fnbst to the institution and to reduce drop-outs and faifures.
A . . @ e » .

\ .
. Yet, it is interesting to note that the majority of admission/éffice do /
[} o

not combine test scores and grades to make a statistical prediction of college

performance only 13 percent of the group sreported a firm m1n1mum predlcted
. ‘average grade below which an apphcant/ is autmnatlcally rejected. .
On the other han’éi,/’gfgercent of thz é&mlssu;x;\ ofﬁcers regar\ied a * .
pezl'sonal i.nterv1ew as ti}\/e/s‘lngle mcfst 1m};ortant faeter in the dec151on to
admit’ o1” to reject. Az;;ther 51 percent i‘e;;oqrte';’fhe personal/lnterv1ew to

o

be an fmportant factor wh11e only 29 percen% regard%d the personal interview

% * o

L4

as an unimportant factor. These’ f1nd1ngs strong] suggest that-the assess- r
‘ment of apphcants for college is still, for the most ;a}tt g global assess-

- 0

\r
. ment and not an ana“}.gtlc one. We may further, gispe ﬂlat ‘most admission
: i

i

v ’SH
pog:’”fgs are &’éigﬁ couched in glowing generah{;{\es é‘;{d that the actual factors -
\) . ‘? - \'f ».1";/-\
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determining choice of students are seldom articulated in specific, beheviorial .
. & -

terms,

e 3

. Mitch-making Between Students and Colleges . ' .

‘o i . & o

. ¥
In discussing the divérse student populatioh of the nation's numerous
" colleges ani'universities, McConnell and Heist (1962) pose the f)roblem of

whether there should be greater effort to fit the student to the college.

.

They report the tremendous range in academic ability found among the typical:
. s

<

entering freshman at various ipstitutions and give an example of six four-
- * o

-~

_year liberal arts (;olleges. No student in two highly selective colleges .
scored as low as the typical fres&ah in one college; in anotheT college no

student scored as hlgh a: “the typical freshman in the two selective colleges. ,-
rIn yet another college the er;tering freshmeg scored throughout almost the

entire rénge of ;;oselple scores. , - ’

The data reported by McConnell and Heist lend support to the belief that,

in so far as academif ability is concerned, there is a college somewhere for

. ~
eY'/ery high school gra;iuate. ’l‘his no%ion is further .supported byk John Hills'
R fmdmg (Hills, Bush, and Kioclc 1955) that, with effort, any (Georg1a) high *
s chool graduate\ould be able ®o gam admission to°some puhtic college in"
oty
B Georgia. Of 2,185 applicants rejected by at least one publ1c colleggn:m 1963,

) - . . . : e
43 percent were,gable to gain adnussion elsewhere. Undoubtedly the percentage

14

- " is not h1gher due to ;the fact that only 20 of the rema:mmg 1,245 students ) -
. had bothered to apply to a college othel than the ona that reJected them.

- . /’ .

“Nong of the x245 Students applied to as many as three édolleges:.

T e

’ .- The data presented by McConnell apd Heist and those presented by John *
. : -
Hills imply that while many studen'gs may be rejected by the college of their®

1 f1rst choice because of low ‘cores on an acadeyrfab‘i'hﬁy test, ‘their actual

' i &
. fal.lure to enroll in® some oollege xﬁus‘t be attr1bute§&to somethlng other th'an ’ ",
< -, T - i
[MClow academc ab111ty . o ) ‘ .
* . .- Do . L
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Implicit Values ‘ , . - .
N Not the least of the factoxg, affe\cuing both a'student's decision to
.ﬁi ) ' . N R >

Attend .collegk and his choice of a college is what we might call his system

of values, It is obvious that students enter college for a diversity of
. . Somimpr *

reasons, bt despite the many efforts to study student motives, goals, and

2 -
. needs, the implicit .values held by applicants is one of the major problems h)
g ) 'Y ° * P ‘
in college admissions work. - :
L 1f, as Hauser and Lazarsfeld indicate, the"admission_s officers perceive °
. . s . . . .

their role as one in which they are expected to reduce drop-outs and failures,

N -
there would seem to be amplé reason to understand better the values held:by

’

students. +One may wéll postulate, with justification, that the majority"of S

®

students who leave college w1t.hout complet;Lng degree ‘requirements do so for

’ &
:‘h%‘
.

/_

- reasons other than\a lack of academic ab1l1\ty. ThlS is undoubtedly related

to the finding that admissions officers place such a h1gh, premium on personal

’ - N <@

-~ . ~
interviews. - One suspects that @ost—admissions officers Sudge with relative

ease,from test scores and-high school records tﬁe applicant's ability to

- ~ . . -
N maintain academic standards at the college level but feel that a personal

interyiew gives them bétter insight into the student's goals; attl“tudgs,

S beliefs, and opinions. , ‘ ’
Hoxj well adm1ss1ons offlcers can assess from a personal interview an s
- 7 > - ’
appllcant s motives and values is a question needing a great deal of emp1r- =

ical research. There is an ab\undance of evidence testifying to the unrel}l:@

- N

¢ v

. ability of p?sonal interviews, but this does not dis'prove that some admissions
officers may be qu1te astute 1n understand1ng an appl1cant's Teasons for ot

attending a particular college. The 1mportant point hére is the need for a o

. d1st1nct1on‘between the reasops, goals, and attitudes that{be student or* .

applicant Verballzes and the implicit values he holds. Thdt students cannot
T °

)
]: TC or will not articulate certain values is the problem confronting the adm;@s\»slons
— ° . t
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‘period the student is required to make some spec1f1ed grade po1nt average
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'averaglng grades in such d1verse courses as Engllsh, science, mathematics,

-7 The Traditional ‘Approach in College Admissions

P

There has been for the past three decades, an effort dn the ya
many colleges to select students dn the basis of predicted perforpan

Yet, when 'we look at the criterion choséﬁﬁas an index of academic perfor- <«

’ -

mance we must recognlze that Loo many colleges have chosem,a criterion 8f . -
N

pragmat;c vaIue td the institution but one of limited walue to “society and - -

nation. The cr1ter1og-qhosen isfone of thé more interesting creations of
. - M

> I ™ .
educators&\imaginationf;it“sfcommonly called a grade-po%mt-dverage,
2

The intent in ayeraging of grades is honest and admirable, but the

manner in which the averaging of grades has Become the predomlnant criterion |\ *

dk\academ1c success is, questionable. Skimming the catalogs of our numerous
. - I i
colleges and universities, we are led easily.to the conclusion that insti-
.
tutions’ of higher education have seized. tenaciously upon the grade-point-
o i

average as the fairesg--translate to read "democratic’--means of deciding
: e > : . . .
academic survival or fallure. Few college catalogs fail to specify a certaimr

gréde-point-average that the student must maintain._ If he doed\ npt, he is
placed on probation for the next quarter or semester. During his probation
WV%A -

for that part1cu1ar perfod If he does not, he is academically excluded or

dlsmlssed from'the institution--usually for one quarter or semester W1th the

rught to petition for re-entry at the be§1nn1ng of the following quarter or

.

g & . - o ™
semester, ] ; T4)‘§ . 9

Just why the grade-p01nt-average should be the sole criterion of educa-,

t1onal ach1evement in so many colleges has never been made explicit, but few 1

° -

Séibars sela
college administrators # and faculty members se to question the practice of °

w‘.‘

history, music, and art--each is properly weighted, of course, by the number

of credat hours 3551gned‘to the course. If a farmer Judged the value of his -
[

a = 81 .




P »

livestotk by‘averaging the weight of his hogs ,' COWS ; and horssgs, 'there would

be sope queéstion as to his SN : . o a .

*

Measured Characteristics

- .
% The acceptance of the' grade-point-average as a criterjion of academic

-

performance has been accompanied by extensive efforts to measure charac-

‘=

teristics of the student which would enable college ddmission officers to ‘&
i

s predict student perfomance/. Bgcause several studies of the Army Alpha
. @ ° » . - -

developed during World War I indicated an appreciable relationship betweed
Army Alpha scores and college gradef&, the search for predictor vatiables
»

began on a grand scale. The efforts ‘to develop standardized tests were

-
8 3

spurred, further by later studles thatzéﬁndicaéd/that the  Army Alpha was -

° -1 v

actually not'suitable for selected populatlons such as- college .students

&Jurmg the 1920's the American Counc11 on Educatlon Psychologlcal Examima-
. ' t10n for College Freshmen (ACE), the Egrlege Entrance Exam1nat1on Boarl ,

Scholastlc Aptitude Test (SAT), and the Ohlo‘ State Psychological Examination

°
N »

(OSPE) ‘were‘ developed, triled, applied; and' sometimes deified: s

y e

' " 7 .What the tests actually measured was debated £ some years in the
ome

profe551pna1 Journals, much af thé débate h1ng1ng 'dqginit;lons and too

of;en ﬁemg caught in the quagmre of the hered1ty versus env1ronment 1ssue

What the tests actually accomplished in the way of fac111tat1ng. access to ;
~ Fl 'nx’ " " N X .
highex: education is still a suhjecg for researchyv But once accepted by
9

‘

. . . - . . N 3
¢ College presidents viewed with pride the rise in .average scores made by gentex-

ing fr imeh , and even‘ high $choé6l principals who at first feared that the

y tests would be used to evaluate their schools began the boast.of the high

' scores made by théif graduatlng senlors. Desp1te the 1ncessant cautions of

-y . s

o test constructors and disgribufors, there was w1despread belief for many £

ra

EMC . _‘ e o ° .,q“

- . . .
ooy TR - 8 2 - .
. -, ’}

A

educators ahd the general public,’?\e tests acquired a sanctity of t\hETrW )




o, j
years that if a student scored high on a given test, he.was gpso facto

a

"college material." ¢ b o T

s N : . T e

Efforts to- Correlate

« . r

ecause of the ease with'which test Scores could be correlated with

, gra 'pint averages the' validity of academic ability tests was generally

Vcepted as the extent touhich they cgrelated with college grades., TAs o,
- ) computationa11 devices were 1mproved making the computation of "cm\relation
co_eff1c1ents even_ea51er, the correl.ation of test scores and college grades
became the leitmd'tif of many 'a 'master's .thesis and doctéi-al dissertation ’

Regression equ%tions were developed tl;(lat would enable college adm1551on .

officers to predict’ the grade~poznt averages of entering freshmen, and

- - de*5p1te Hauser and Lazarsfeld's fanding that most admssmn officers still

-

do not ma.k,e use of such equations there -were nonetheless some adnusswn
S officers- who knew a gqlden key whén they saw ome. =~ (

- - . B.y 1934 enough studies bf/cfdemc prediction iad been conducted that ¢ ;
’ 31 - - LA P
. SegE”l (1934}, ;.n re;ueying the 11terature, eould report ypica} range of

- .. correlation coefficients from .35 to .54. In 1946 rawford and Burnham

reported "that" correlations between £ollege grades and test scores typically
< . .

-
¢ tanged from .40 to .50, and ip 1961 Bloom and Peters, reviewing the problems
- of academic prediction; concluded that despite vast improvements 'in ‘testing ”
' 2
- tec.hniques, the',correlation of test scores. w1th college grades was still
. : he range reported by SegeL 27 years ear11er - -
: ! R b 5
'./' ' , - 1"'{ . - ~\
' . . . . . '? e N
. 5 Sﬂouzges of Variation in yade%c Perfd(mance- o s
i . R - ' N "
If we ask why.standardized, tests of academic ability do not. correlate
higher ‘with colnge grades than the J)rre.lation cpefi'ficients so frequently
l; . reported, we must recognize. that whatever-psychologigcal s!<\ills a/x&abilities -
\41 ” ) ‘ ’ e . v ' ' ’ '

v . " - a
ERIC o e ,
! . - . )
. t i o
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" W
o

tire tests measure, they cannot-account for the extensive variation observed T

4 : et . ; L
i studpn%ferformance. Accepting a coefficient of .50 as represenfa‘ﬁe ' M
and comptTtmg a coefficient of determination by squaring the cdrrelat1on _*
coeffléxerf%:\we find that whatever thewtest measures accounts for only 25 ‘
percent o.sfhzfgg\/anance in‘ the criterion. That is to s;y, three=fourths of -
t:he obser\/ed )varlatlon in grades is st1ll to be accounted for.‘ ) “ . ,
. s . EX r

Ifrwe; seek the sources of var1at1<;m in student't performance, we\‘cah S
1mmed1ate1y deslgnate two maJor sopr¢es: (1) the many 1hd1v1dua]f dlfferences ¥

L*

that exist amorng our d1verse s~tudent populat;ons, and (2) the many d1fferencesh

in grading standards that exlst ’among the variouse colleges, de;Sartments_of R

e » -

a'a;,,' i
instruction, an,d college facu&fy members 1n the nation. A closer exammatlon -
- ¢ £ ~ . p 0."
of the sources of variation may w@l\l suggest that the. proper question is why

\.ﬁ * .
do standardized ,tests of acaddemlb ab111ty correIate as well w1th academic '-";,

grades as they do-r-not why do they xfot correlate h1ghe1=. Y e
. @ s ' : :..:
. » ¢ - . - . ’
lndividual Differences " -

McConnell and He1st (1862) have demonstrated best the tremendous varia- A2 '

K .. . * . *
+ tion in acadeuuc ability found.in the nat:,on s student pOpulatmn.‘ But not. - LT

v \“ .

E .

only have they demonstrated the var1at10n in scholastic apt1tude they have . ‘

- . "

also émphasued “the 1nd1v1dual differences found in a host of what they_call

P

"nonintellective character1stics. These include 1nnumgrable pez;)onahty

characteristics that are subtly tied to acmfemic performance. Among these

-

characterlst1cs ars the implicit values of the students--refe\-red to pre-

“e

' ¢

vmg\sly-'—thelr 1nterest}\ att1tudes beliefs, op1n10ns, socloculthral back- .

grouml§ study skills and habits, modes of adaptat1on or accohmodatlop, and

1nnumerable' personallty traits. . . ‘:l\e. )
L. 7 ’
Especzally relevant here are the objectives the student puréues in ’

a,ttend).ng college and the expectations ‘he has for succes’sful acl‘hgvement of

84 ST
4. .
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§ . ' . s — ~ "

' ,.z s g ,
4 these objectives, Someone’ has gllbly said that *students attend college for -
T 'as many reasons as there azre studé{écs but it would be bexter not to Cbegin .
with the assw'npt1on that there are ‘over § m1lllon reasons for go1ng to college. ;
e .
.?’ Morris Stein (1963), aftera-rev1ewm§ a decade ofstud1es Inquiring into the :
? 3 F .
v 7
: role of persona11ty measures in college adm1ss1ons, concjuded ‘that stude?lts
> _\p i , .

¢ Y &5 b ‘.

Y ‘may be described in terms of three major systems: (1) a systems of drives, ° L
cot ’ E
< (2) an 1nternal1zed system of rewprds and _pun1shments and (i) a system of .

> adapt1ve mechamsms. Each student, accord1ng to Stein, has hlS own pattern” - %
: of factors 1n th@se three systems. iStud1es in" college adm1ss1ons suffer from -7
. e %
,g .. .a tendency to concentrat%jga{& 51% predlcton{y faan’aﬁo i e tﬁ,e *
R . e 3‘? X )
.'f many other variables in play. ;é . e ¥ . .o o . .
3 . i FFATN ° . ;33(.' [
’ ‘i 3 . ’ - 4 . .’ RS N . _\
; e - . % h . d “, . . PN
T Grading Standards ) - el Lo .
" o . . e
g : D1fferences 1n gradlng standards as a sourge of varratlon in stlgdent e
2 . < . .
performance have i'ece1ved spasmodlc attentlon fmm educatlonal research workers.

e “ The thought occas;Lonally occurs to a “research wo.rker that_the mannerc,m whlch .

é. “E ﬁi‘w,. . ~A N ,.‘_ . & PO &
> college instructors ass1gn ,gi'ades 1‘5” h1ghly capr1c1ous, andmccaswna;ily the
. - , 2 o .

g,g research worRer can throw sb,ge 11ghﬁg',y on the sﬁb)ect before he uearns hat he 2
v~ - P ":' . “ '

o~ is tampermg with "academ1c freedom e J' o, .

3 [ X * .

¥ . b:”“: ¢
.;« S In a recent; doctoral d1ssertaté,pn Thomas \icDonald (1966) found con51d- .
£ E é, PR ‘5 .
erable vanat1on 1n gradlngipollcms among deparfments With courses at the g
- » ¢ . 4 M L3
- ’ freshman level. . With the exgeptlon of the. Enghsh department all departments A
. . . « ., P "
T placed a major emphas1s oh schedule‘d qu1zzes and,; @mal e-xamnauons in assigning |,
’—-"«4, . R ... ‘g' - ‘3:

S —:graﬂes but cons1dered,,, in varying deg,rees, at least eleven other fhctors for <
.\‘: ., . - e o o, o : Yo . L K
ot : g(rgdmg purposes. A , ) Crg ¥
| . S . 4
R When Rxd;vrdual facultyg members Were querled as oo grading: standards, . ‘
LIS » e . t‘ N .

I R the great maJorlty of* them nas,ponded that th,ey ‘Held to an absolut@ gradmg S

. . .. 4 o

2 ) N -

. o standard as dpposed to a relnt1ve ohe. McDonald concluded £rom his study - -

EMC R - W “

R
. N e T4 . ' oel o
BF- o I - . M .
| Z 4 . .)
2 . e - L e o - 2

| .




a ) o ..

that the‘rationale‘ for assfgning grades was a.definite _functfon of subject

v

- content among the various departménts and of individual, preferences }among
o :

. s 4
faculty members. He also found from a survey of student perceptions that
Lol J

¢ .

T LY

L
< . -

than the faculty itself did..

, . L. 8

oAt

'

wiPat s
o

v r- 2
Efforts to Achieve Higher Predictive Efficienqx
4.
_The desire for better pred1ct1on of college grades has led to a number
U’ N

of strenuous’ efforts to improve prediktion e@ncy. This has meint that
$

.. ) . 4

’;@ . many colleges have sought means of account:mg for the unaccounted-fo\r vari-
K p .
'.j 7 4 f 0
ance in academit performance; and that they have resorted to an amazmg

- L]

< number of different ways of doing so. How Euccessful each of the m%thods
>

have been is st1ll too much a matter of,preference--not empirical research!

¥ . ’ *
' . R
- e

Mult1Le Correlation Techniqués .

One of the flrsé--and the most obv1ous--methods of 1mproi1ng p

4

[y

dictive

uxng-“* rtn

b . s
eff1c1ency 1s the combma‘tlon of*two’ or more pred1ctor vanables 1n§a mul 'ple

3 . , )
regresslon equatlon, with each appropr1ately weighted. Agam, desp1te

>

ke L 4
3 fact ‘that a maJogfty ef Hauser and Lazarsfeld's admission officers. d1d not

combme h1gh school averages and academ1c ainllty scores to make a statlstlcal

" ' Rredl\ctlon of college gra‘qes, th.ell'ekare some gdvantages in domg so7/ As

. 5. < ’ .

I} ' Johr; Hills t1964) has shéwn, the differential* weighting oy\igh school averages
) ahd SAT scoreg re.sult in a typical multiple corre"lat{on of L65--2 correlation
T coeff1¢1ent 51gnlf1cantnly 1mproved over the so-f‘requently reported coefficients
, of %SOMfor hlgh'school grades or academic ab111ty scores -atome -f S “"n

]

While Hll? data an;ply demonstrate the advantages of' mult1ple corre-

1at1on techn1ques, there must be recognition that there are also dlsadvantages.

f

<, The use of a multiple regress1on equatlon 1mpl1es compensatory effzs which
O - .

EMCre sometimes logical and sametimes not (chher, 1965) " The major weight

y .

- SE_ - \ .

’ M 4 .
students possessed a more accurate knowle} of faculty grading patterns "
- s : A .

*

.
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The mos t frequentk}r 1sed met.hbd-nvthat.of computmg a h1gh schqu averagg -
]: lez.th the exclusxon; of "non academxc“ ciurse gzades- that is to say,
: 4

¢
. N
- - . - -
-3 .

actually becomes one, of’how much can the add1t1on of scholast.u; apt:f’udew‘,
Ktest scores?n

preve the pred1ctab111ty of coLlege grades over and beyond the

“use of h1gh scho,ol grades An unpulf\hshed study by thls writer, us1ng Plllls'

data, 1nd1cates that the 1mprovement, in general, is .sllght and may n
. worth the effort. '

°
v
» 2

(t,{e\ :
. . ; ’ S
. '& . o Co

" / ‘
Mult;p‘le Selectign Cn’terii“;

P

Efforts to 1nmr3Vﬂ pred1ct1ve efﬁc:.ency tfﬁ'ough mu1t1p1e sele

ction
cr1ter1a have been ex%enswe but seldom’formalized

Iz

- P e

" to debate the compa’rafsvve ut111ty of the two' methods . AP :
L 0

Under’ mu1t1p1q selectlon cr1ter.1a, ‘an apphcan! 1s expected to meet Hot
» c -

R
-

as’ confused the:
effect1veness of .t¥o dlfferent methods an“no attempt shall be made here

\
=

P
ot
:.‘r

one\c\t.erlon or se\leral combmed in a mu1t1p1e regressmn equatlo‘n but
? rather Jomtly two orA.more qntena.
Y3

In ,other words the agpllcant is ex‘//)
, . ) .
pected to’ preseru: 'boti)

8

~
a hagh scho.ol average above a certa1n Jlevel and raca- -
i

*Idemzc scores above a. éert&m level - Faulure 1 meet both cr1tena results
. ¢

. >,
'-

A
E— . - v 7 ) ‘( .

in a dec1510mto :reJeet the apphcant‘ . - .7

} « -

> ’I‘he apphcatmn of mu1t1p1e crlgena -may be more frequent than ther *~'¢
@ppllcatlon o{multlp‘le correlatlon technrques.

»e [
v ..
e

On the one hand, “this méthod' =
. = o -
appears mdre loglcal' to many ;re'rsons-while on. the ofh«er“ it “denies both N
S, ) . AR
compensatory effcirts émd ‘dxffprential we;ghtmg, penahzmg certam 1nd1v1dual
. LN I
»

apphcants who would, ;n fact, sgcceed J.fzmz_tted $ o

¢ m— 9 N
KN ‘ -a LY . ™~ h v
N A A
¥ e el N
Pur1f1cat1on s0f High Schodl Records-

-

| de 7 '

SN T 3 IR
'I‘ifere have be’p ndmero‘us attempts to improve préd:.ctwe eff1c1enyy by
) -

-
°

Y
4

mbdlfymg or ad;ushng t}ye thh schoo)‘ reedrd ori w}nch appllcants aré assessed

-
.

-

. .

. ’

. v

.t .

"by- \..:: .--

. .
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in such equations usually goes to ‘the high schopl avna'a'ges ind the question




Y

3

"

>

" no less an authority than E. F. L1ndqui$‘t—».(1963) concludes that if high school

»
’

\‘1

: . - .
' L4 oK {Q’{n

[ .
» .

eliminating such course grades as recorded.for home economics, agriculture,

., shop-w0rk, physical education, and driver training.. _/{'
‘. * ~
Yet, John Hills and his staff (Hills,

>

\
. Bush, and Klotk,*1965) have .

e.xa.nuned the problem with f1ve different types of pubhc colleges and con &

cluded that the 1n’fprove}nent m predictive efficlency is not worth the clerical
‘ -~

According to HlllS' findings, 1t makes little difference

effort involved.

At
- ¢
\

whether a college purges nonacadem1c courses or merely computes a high school

’

>
; average based on all ::ourses taken :

t
]
P Another method of pur1fy1ng high school “records is one of adJus\1ng,h1gh

-~ schogl records. a;cordmg to the level of academic ability found among typlcal

graduates 'I'h1s method has been:suggeste% by various test1ng expezts from 3

time to t1me and 1s presented in cogent form most recently by Bloom and Peters
(1961)’. The argthents four adJustmg h1gh school grades 1n tems of the qual1ty

2
of the h1gh sehool are persuasive, to say the.least, but there is good reason

s to beheve that ‘the argumen; applies only When study1ng the general, relat1on—

sh1p between?hlgh school grades and. college grades--a matter in w}uch few N

. colleges aﬁﬁear,, to be ’ 1nﬂer-ested The argument loses much of 1ts ardor uhen '

grades anddstandardued tests are *use;l ifd " conJunctwn no adJusyment of h1gh

- v

school -grades is worthwhale, t appears that no college or university attracts

iffer- .
4

students randomly'ﬁrom the nation's secondary schools gnd that the d
-+
n '

ent1al we1ght1ng of test scorés and high school. averages %n a regress

"
equatmn 1s, in 4tself, an ad)ustment of high school records.

- L J ° -
s . .. . .
" . - . LIPS
3 .

. -4
. ~ .o
Pur1’icat1on of College Grades . -
- .

., . t Y
A methoﬂ less frequently d1scussed 1)ut nonetheless denghed to 1mprove )

pred1c¢ve eff1c1ency is the mod1f1cag.on of e college grade po1nt average. .
) I

COR TR
""h1s nethod takes various forms but in essende, restnct;/the pred1ct1on of -

-
] " . -
¥
- ‘o
» L LI ”
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2 ' *

grades to- Sub_]eCt matter ﬁeas that have a greater degree of communality w1th

.

high school courses. . One possible approach in this area is to 1dent1fy a )

v

modal curr1cu1um and then to attempt,pred1ct1on of the individua}l's grade-

point- average on the basis-of if he tdok spec1f1c courses in a spec1f1ed i

Ky
s

sequence. This approach to imppoving predic§ive efficiency deserves more

[N

. attention th h e T
' an it has been given in tfie pasts . -~ \
¢ , 7 .
. - ’ ‘ L
. Use of Non-intelfectual Predictors . : .
. . o Over the past decade there has been % rash of doctoral dissertations in

R N . ’ LT i . . . :
which there has been ,af intensive search for non-intellectual, non- cognitiyve,

- 5 ’ - ’ )
or mot1vat10na1 predictors of, a,cadesmc success -at the college-level. ’I'hg\ ’ )
.
. . Thoa

( studies range from a strictly emp1m.c,al approach--lf 1t correlates, 1t s use-
LA J . ..
’ ful--to a few fa.lrly sophisticated theoret1ca1 approaches. . g "
*

s .
M.-.... -

2 o 5\ Much of the eff6Tt in this area’ has been d1rected to. the gearch for - "

, -

[
. measures"of an elus1ve quality common-ly,know as ‘motjvation." _The oftst.ated

. f *, P A

chche that, "We w111 never be able to pred1ct college success unt11rwe can,

. . 4 ki
e measure motivation' has been accepted as a challenge by many cand1dates for, .
oo, b ..
Nie " the doctorate. Some.,have turned Jup promls1ng leads, but mfortunateﬁy, these ¢
"a«‘-/« e -
%}g deads have g withstood the t;ough-mmded« requirements of cross va11dat10q
4 . . ' . .
L Some wit has said that enthusiastic researc}lers and doctoral candidates - always ‘s

L .
.

get positive results, but--hke most gra1ns of truth--thls does not explaln

fully why\ S0 many promsmg f1,nd1ngs '\’wasm( outn"when cross va11dated on d1f-

. ferent groups of students in d1fferent éolleges 'I'he difficulty is more 11ke1y '

5. due to thé Tack of ;adequate theoretical ‘rationalevand_ the plowing up' of *

* - . - ' K s -
‘spurious or chance re).ationshipsf ,/'L . . . '

, . ‘oe
> . . R . [ -2

Within the past few years there has been a flurry of act1V1ty in the

- 4 area of m,easurmg student cha)/actenstxcs and student percept1ons of the ¢

. -
.
K * .

@ collége, envirofiment. These sftud1es are ‘the outcome of innumerable references
ERIC. .- .0 - / CLo o
" . “« "/ . . .
e R . 89 . c g ]
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to t;\e importahge of "c%llege climates'’

'" 7 Cefitral Prediction Models : -

.o

'
-~

[N

O

[E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

2.

grades ‘

RIC™ .-

® ! L

o

and student expectations. The intent,

needless to saoy, is to f\nd\ a systemagic.way of identif ng’ characteristics

of the-student which.cag be matched with their perceptions of college char- h

[y - . »

N
K/

{ Educational Testing Serv1ces has recently initiated a program for.
tutional research whereby Pace's {ollege and University Environment Scales . -

2
acteristics. ;

Ve

(CUES) and Peters.' College Student Questionnaire§ (CSQ) are kavail'ay.jfor

generaL use. . I 4 .

A considerable amount of -mterestmg data'has beén mned with the CUES

and its predecessor, the College Character1st1cs Index (CCI).

k]

est1ng3promses have been shown by the CSQ, but no conv1nc1ng ev1dence is

-~ -

Other 1nter-;{

s
available as to uses of either type of inventory, in aldlng the decismns of .
. > 1]

col]gege admissions Better- promise is shown by the work .of John Holland and '

hxs sta.ff (R1chards Holland and butz, 1966) 1n wh1ch thereﬁhas »been an '

[

effort to go beyond ‘the pred1ct1on ofe undergraduate gi‘“'aes and to study vari-

in co“llege. . .
N - o . . - s ‘ .

. . . . .

er

uld be given to what. has Jeen falled ‘central

iy

Ys Some attentlon

P

% ~

pred1ct1on models As Bashaw W 965b) has stated, a ceptral prediction"mode
. \ - - .

"refers to’any centralized statist _al_system for the prediction: of apademi'c

. hd r
success at a given educational leve

v

Tt}e notzon of central pred1ct1on is

'
from achievement at a previous level."
N .

elated, of course, to Bloom and -Potersd®

methods of adJustlng hlgh,school grades more ef)f1c1ently to pred1ct cg)}lege

’v

) . . 44 T . \
Tucker (1963) has developed several 'genera,l mathematical models fofx

tentral prediction systems in which several pre_dlctor var1ablis and se\leral "L

’ - - 90 R

.
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/ . . . . LY o ) ’ * .
'criterion variables are included for all°schools and all goll‘ges’in a system,

.

® A basic assumption 9{1& (th distribution of grades is not the same for

either schobls or co{leges. ashaw (1965a) has modlflea Tucker%s prediction

~ modél’ a.nd apphed it to the study of junior college transfer students in the

state, ‘of Florida-with promlsmg results, ’ .
- * N ‘. * .
\"' ’ Although not fprmally idéntified as such "Hilts! work in the University
-

3

RN

\

ERIC

System of Georgaa ts the b,est example of a central predlcuon fodel usmg
w7 +”
A | 11near regressmn techn1ques. ‘For el‘ght years 1s prOV1ded a norms booklet

in wh1ch Rred1ct1on equ1at10ns were presented for each unit in the Un1ver51ty

\ -

. System. Also presented in the norms ‘booklet were the dlsfrlbutlon of SAT
"5

scores and high school ave‘rage§ for each un1t (H111 et al., 1958 65) o

> g Bashaw (1965b) has publish d:a study in whlch'he compares e effective-

. A 4 K

. ) [3 . .
s ntﬁs of Tucker s central pre ction system, standard regressio technjlques)‘
as those used by Hills, afd his own modified version of Fucker's tech-

su

niq,ue. “The results indicate bdth Bashay's method and standa regression
R . technlques Lre more effectlve than 'r's"mg;iel Bashaw s method compares

j,
qu1te welt with standard regresslon techn1ques ut Bashaw ‘recommends that

t +

both.kmds- of analyse$’be made *and t&e user select the ong, most 'suitgble fo'r

v

his pafticular situatifn, ° s e . (O -
‘ . - . .

¢ .
[ 3 . e -

Su:mna'ry e ". -
—~ . * )
. This paper has beer1 an attempt to review br1efly some of the problemf

* - 7

A

4 encotmtered in institutional studies of the adm1ssmns process., No effort

has <been made‘ to summanze or ‘¢riticize the, hundre

v
S

N

BT

~

4

of studies pub11shed
“ 51nce 1900 I)/’t enLugh studies have*:(‘ c;/ ed to substant1ate to some degree

-

.

4 .
. the wr1ters blases. N C. R o T

» s ) L
The majﬂr cr11:1c1sm presented here g that “too much _e€fort has been

Q dlrectetl t? the problems of predlctlng academlc grades. Effprts to improve
. Y

] - ‘_ ’ N . -
- v re.- 91 . , " .
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L] . .
the predlctlon of grades may have excluded from .educational researchers' % X
- vision the need for a better understanding of otner factors involved in N

- ’
L4 »

college admissions. The sources of variation in student performance require
" . ‘ .

o

N : - . Lot :
' more intenswe study than they have received in;the past, and the develop-

ment of more adequate criteria of aca/{iemic success remains the most, impor-
. . ‘ . 9 . -
tant challenge in adnfissions research. . . -

. 7
P
-

fn reviewing the numerous efforts to improve ﬁredlctlve efficiency it
is hoped that the need for a lgmader Rerspectlve becomes ev1dent\ The %
; . S
grade-pomt average is a convenient criterion of academc performance, but
\
it sras served as the only cr1tenon 1n too mahy instltutionai studies. De°5pite
v, v
'/‘_ an increasing sophlstlcatlon in measurément and §tat1,st1ca1 technlques, there

‘ 3

- s ° .

is no overwhelming ev1dence that ve can prqdlct Qollege grades bet‘ter than s
» v & » *

did ;he f:Lrst generat:Lon of educatlpnal researchers. i .
h / - : t M

N 0
3, - . . ——————— - N
v N « >
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, the .answer may well be that they’

. tlnnkmg. "/ e ep e . . W -

N I S , p
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R - NEEDED RESEMMCH IN COLLEGE ADMISSIONS * .
- - Cameron Fincher, . pe
Ihstitute of Higher Edycation , i -
oo Unyrer51ty ®f Georg1a ) -"::_‘;0.
] ¢ o

The negds for 1:e§earch.tn college admissikns “are mdny an p rious.; For
. ) » - N3 ¢ s »
those who believe that their partlcular institution does not have the\tlme, »
= ﬁ > V 4 ‘:

t. xaml%e more closely the1r admlssmnis program,,

¥

innot affo?d not to. Thé cost,§ of no resenrc)x
. a 0 i
will, in the long Tum, exceed the costs of someresearch, And the cost of

"R . >
systemat1c ‘research w111 always be less than the costs. of spasmodlc or hap-

. .-
A . Y LA

T ool - - ‘

The purpose of thls paper,1s to take a 100k at college a.dmlssmns and
to let a few mental wheels spin freely. If a few utoplan nohons creep in,-

we can keep one Eye on them while we-examine constructively with the other
» . R . N

eye what' needed reSearch 1s. But with both eyes, we should take a good look
at what we know - about coLlege admissions, and we should be both able ar‘d w1111ng

to“recognize what ‘we not know. ., . .

"y

R Some research needs in college admissions cag_be met only through con-

-

1s \not o much a matter of time and money as 1‘t‘ is a function ¢ ,-cle%,ﬂcrz_lticalf
N

. N

certed efforts among. groups oF 1nst1tut10ns~ others can bé met best by national

stud1es or- sdrveys. Most of the research needs discussed here, however, ca:\

- Lol

be met by the w1111ngness ‘of 1ndw1dua1 1nst1tut10ns to éxamine their pwn
o, T ¢’

admission proc’edures in a, critical mamemand to report for open dlscussmn

.>('; 8A94 -

. r
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their f1nd1ngs so that other 1nst1tut1ons may benefit from, the1r experience.
Thls is, in essence,/{{\e writer's own concept1on of institutional research

at its best--the willingness of one institution to examine critically some .

aspect of its owh operations while maintaining concern for its meaningfulness

3

. R ’ ¢ v
for other institutio_ns/_Qf higher education. // . v
N . - - 'S /’ o i !
. Recruitment Versus Sélection : ’ ‘© - |
4 One of the more important needs for research in college gd}nissions is . .

a better understgnding of the relatlonshlp between the recru1tment practices
. .

-and the admissions p011c1es of 1nst1t?/c10ns. Many collﬁ;;re apparently

.

‘students' obJect1ves and, expectaﬁons.

able to attract many. apphcants whom they dq not\want wh;. thers are llnable
foe “ g
t6 attract the stl)deg( they wouLd s‘el.ect. The - "halo effect" has - long been
.oy - - .
recognized in 1ndustry, but few colleges or un1ver51t1es have exa.mined closelys *
A ,

the ihfluence_ of prest1g1ous graduate or profess1onal ‘p):o/rams upon on their

recrultment pract1ce?' at the undergraduate level. It °\~oul"d b adv1sable,

there,forg, to study in more detail just what the reputation or "image" of a.
. .

p_artj'&llar institutjon’ is, how the reputation wéswhtained.,'what effect it -

has upon recruitment practices, and how it influences the admissions progtam.

ra e - . N oY

It is conceivable« that some students are attracted to certain institdtions i
N :" . » . kz.’ . . ‘ .

on the basis of ,prestigious 'programs and are selected by the institutions \

when their, undergraduate programs are not actually in best keep1ng with the'

o
4

¢ l
The Effectiveness of Rec\ﬁn'{ment Procedures )
TN

Y .

-
r

™ Many colleges could study, with ‘great benefit, the devices by which they
attempt to reéruit- students. The amount of mone;' spent on brochures, pam- .
phlfts and catalogs 1s no small, sum--even in srnall celleges. There is good
1nd1cat1on that college catalogs Kave become.more attractive over the years,

- 7 .
= . . .o . N
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A Y o - .
< but little evidence that they haye become re readable. The questipn, how- ..
v .a N W . -

. ever, is how effect1ve pr1nted matenals fre in attricting,the students that *

. Vo
« #
& -

the college is looking for. - R -4
9, < : @ .3 ", s
= John Sulllvan (1966) has 1nvest1gated the program of yisitation by s
st . ‘
college representatwes to high schools 1mGeorgaa. One of h:.s findings was P

. that college pres1dents wére frequently dubious of the value of sendlng a
. . PR .

repre,sentat1ve to the h1g'l} schools _Some fel‘t, however, that it was necessa’ry

. &£ - T .
{because of compet1t1on wh1le_ others thought 1t neces,sary in order not to be
. . ¢ TNt . )
consp1cuously absent, in er.ef though d%ub]r\ng the value of the program, the , L
f’ . B
L ollege prgsldénts‘ felt. trapped by. ie. 2. . g f’~ gy
D ‘ . Wi“\ "”E\\’ifd Y ’ o ’ P S
T e, \Sullwan's study of the co%’%e n1ght‘pnogﬂm a.s«,bgt» one example of , ’ -
. R T N
‘ researcp needed to evaluate the effectiveness. oj a,cqllege S recrultment - T R

efforts, Other areas of ;esearch mgh,t 1nclude_.,stud1es of the nature and ‘“{
- . vtype of 1nformatxon actually de51reda’oy prospe’ct1ve students _the funds of , :
1 '? A 4

- 1nformat3(on actually needed by high scﬁool couns.lors; the relative effec- . @
© ( v [ . S,

S

* - ? tiveness of press releases, f11mst:;1rp( motion plcture £1lms and talks by ’
- ~=L O - oyt . -

aluimu, and--not .the least of sub“Jécts yto be, stud1ed--the 1nfluence.o£‘colLege .

‘u . !
- ad-m1n1strators and faculty membe:-s, j? . \. e
! - . e . ‘,,l . N ¢ L . ,’-‘ ".
* . . ) ' N 4 s . “x L
The Selection Process . . . e . R <o %
a9 s} B . LA N e , .Qﬁ'g. ‘ ..
_Definitely needed in a\imsszlons researth is a more systematm. 1nqu1ry i C

IR ‘.

select:ton process 1tself sen¥colleges are folLowmg a procedure« éa .,
9 foe

.

ng students that nray long have been outmoded It&:uld not seem .t
" o y b - -1 :

nt, therefore }o sugges't ;hat most colleges could benef1t from a, -

-

clOser lopok at the m&\ner 1n .whl.ch they select st}ldents. As‘pects of 'the de- ‘

lectxon process. in néed of 1nvest1.gat1.on yﬁclude the,nature of the 1nfo;'mat10n. .
. ’ € .
. gath'ered from appllcants, the actual uses to wh1ch the i? tfon is put and .
v Q@ “he nature.of the information upon wh1cl: the decision to™3 3r rej'ect is’ .
ERIC 5 CT S e oL

,Lctually made, s Ly 8£ - N . Q.
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" The validity of admission requirements in general 1s a subject” many'

- colleges have f:alled to question. We have apparently forgotten that several
etudles in the 1930.'5 and the 1940's demonstrated that no pafticulaﬁpattem
of courses in Righ school guaranteed success in 'college' Yet, few colleges
fall to specify the number and pattern of*high school units that must be
submitted by the appl1cant If asked to justify with emp1ncal evidence the
reasons for setting such_admi?%i'on requirements, mo;t college admissions
,officers and registrars would find themselves in a highly 1ndefens1ble pos1t10n

Most colleges have establ1shed--presumabl} ‘on, the basis of experience--
a sequence that must be followed.in making application. F:;equently the se-
quence becomes a ser1es of hurdles that can only be taken one- at a time..

v,

- This often results in a time consuming process for adm154;1on§ personnel and

an exhausting ordeal for the applicant. What appears to be log1ca1 seqaence

in the adm{‘ssmns process may well turn out upon 1nvest1gatlon to be both

illogical and quite expenswe

- In brief, it would appear that the selective process, in’ many colleges
vcould be studied with bene'fit‘from a syst7ms andlysis approach, "Admissions
officers have attempted fo establish 2 logical, orderly procedure fot pro-

\
cessing applications. ‘It is safe to speculate that some have succeeded in

-doing so while others have not. i . .

e

Policy and Decision Making .
) - L. T .
Perhaps the ‘most important research needed in adm1ss1ons]1s systematic

*
. . . ‘s ’
inquiry ‘into the manner and means of making policies and decisions. The

typical admssmns process is a senes of cholce pbmts and decisions for

PR

both appl1cants and admssmns personnel The prospe’c_t1ve student must decide

to make applitation to college and he must choose the Colleges to which he

. - . . ) ) .
will apply. Upon initial cont’act by the applicant, persgns in admissions

97

JAruitoxt provided by exic [

v




! . “ A
work must make a.spries of decisions and choices before a final letter of

acceptance can be sent. That we know so little about how decisions and

s

choices of this nature are made is indicative of the research.needed. (
' /—-\/ ‘
- #
, - L g
Admissions'Policies L - ) .
- The need to understand how admissions policies afe made and the need to

~understand the respéctive roles of admissions officers, registrars, presi-
v . - . -
- .dents, other administritors, apd faculty.members would seem to be pa;‘amouf\t. .

Eighty-seven perceht of the subjects in Hauser and Lazarsfeld's study (1964)

reported thesexistence of an admissions committee in their particular college.
. o N - .
The gommittees varied appreciably in ‘composition, some being small with little

] N '

- faculty representation while‘others were large with heavy faculty representation.
The more selective the college the greater ‘the nuﬁ;erical preponderance of
. ;‘ . - .
faculty members.
-, .

' Yet, despite the fact that in most formal admissions committees faculty
s L

members outnumber represéntative's of the administration, the admissions officers -

~ ‘. -

. N . Lo A . . ,
pefceived théir own influence in Setting admissions policies to be as strong

. .

.

. ; : .

as that of thé admissjons committee. For changing admissions policies, they
L, .

perce.iveii themselves as having more.influence than the committee. It is of

H -
i
< » '

. 1lnterest to noté:_, 'therefore, that 90 percent' of the I;espgnding admissions’
G‘of;'icers believed ‘themselvgs tf; have a proper amount of freedom in admitting
~ ! .
s'tudents‘ They also felt that' they shoul& ﬁave s'ome'e'influence in curriculum’
mf;tte.x‘s, but they wisely refrained from seeking ian;ue'nce\in athletics. I
H'a'usei' 'andr[.‘azarlsfeld's ;tudy is highly{ suggestive of inst\itutional studie‘s‘

~

.into the éstablishment of admissions policies.' Although the s-tqdy barely

scrapes the surface in studying the ,attitudes and opinions of admissions of-

- . \ R

ficers, it does indicate that admissions officers are more closely identified
. / . e

. * ‘'with the administrat'ion‘pf the college than with its faculty. N S

o “ . ’ . ' . o 98 ) ,\ -‘ :\'
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Deetsion Maklng by the Adm1551on5“ﬁff1cer

- s

Equally needed research in the area of- admissions: perta1ns to the de-
AR -

cidion makrng activifies of the adnissions officer The need here is. a

pbetter understandlng of hdw the admlss1ons ‘officer makes the f1na1 decision

.

to reject or to adm1t the individual applicant. There is a need to kiow .
what 1nfqrmat10n he regards as 1mportant about the app11cant how he* we1ghs
or evaluates the information; and how he uses that information in maklng a

. |‘

decision. Since Hauser and Lazarsfeld‘have réported- that only a few ddmis-

.
s R -

Srgps off1cers have a minimum pred1cted grade- p01ntlhverage_below which they
hlllunot accept an appllcant and since a majority attached con51dqrhb1e
1mportance to personal 1nterv;ew1ng, it would séem that inquiry into the
badm‘issmns officer's declslon maklng should prove most 1nterest1ng It would
be of value to know at factors apg co;dltlons influence the adm1551ons of-'

. »

-

ficer's percept1on of the applicant; how he Judges the appllgant s goals,
\

att1tudes opinions,” and beliefs; and how he establlshes \priofities in hlS

.
-

decision’ to admit or to reject. in br1ef it should’be o£.va1ue tq study the
. ‘s v
admissions officer as an~1nformat10n proce551ng systeh ’

.

@

Speaking of infomation systems, it is of;1nterest,to note .that admis-
' [ N A

‘Y t ’

sions officers do not’fear Xisplacement by computers. 'Hauser and "Lazarsfeld

found that only 1 percent of their subjects thought that computers would make

all adm1551Tns declslons 20 years from now. F1fty-e1ght percent beldeved

that computers will play a major role 1nsadm1551ons decisions, but 27 percent

l« .
»

reported that computers would plax only a minor role.

L ~
fre

P Counseling and Advisement .

Although frequently meptioned in connection with admissions and ofteh -
' « ‘ 1 . . . y

~

an inherent part of the admissions-process, there is still a need for a better

'understandlng of the functions of advisement and counsellng as”"they relate

12
.

s
2

v
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than 1t has recewved.

O

, to admissions worh.

' . ‘
school counselors serving,schbols from which the college -attract§ applicants.
: ors, Y .. 5 ;

/

RIC

!
=

<
thce

study, admissions officers sﬁ%nt such a large proportion of thegﬁ time inter-

viewlng abpl1cahts 1t would be 1nterest1ng to(hnow if admssions officers

regarded eOunsellng ;nd adV1sement as a related funct1bn, what efforts they

make‘to provxde ddvi?ement and counseling serdﬁces 1n the admissions process,
. * w

and to what extent the} refer prospective students-for cqunséling scrvices.

-
.
s

H1gh School Counselors

4’

The role of the h1gh school coumselor is one desery:ng more attention
'
It is generafly re;ogn1zed n 1ndustry that once job
X ’ 3

-

reduxremeﬁts hecome hnown, there is a tendency for the unqualified applicant

to eliminaté ‘himself from consideration.

. (%

eliminate potent1al app11cants byl advising them not to apply is a quesx1on

deserV1ng the attention of all admissions officers. As documenxs su¢h as the

S '

Manual of Freshman Class szfiles, published by the College Entrance Examina-

t

tion Bbard, and the Counselor's Guide to Geergiq,Colleges, developed by John

Hills (Hills, Klock, and Bush,

% ¢;‘~»

counselors, they will play an 1ncreaS1ngly 1mportant role 1n admissions work,

In the meantime,

N

1t would ‘seem imperative to study the uses ma%s of such docu-

ments. That some counselogs will.use such materials. we}l and thathome will

not ‘is highly probable. ‘ : s &
.
| 4 ¢ - ' . e . .
' Each institution shouFd‘attempt to investigate its "image" among high
4. » B .

©

[ )

How well informéd the counselors are about the college, what kinds of infor-

- . v

mation they use 1n WOrk1ng\w1th studeyts who are app1y1ng to college, and how
nuéh- influence they have over the student' s final ch01§e are quest1oﬂ§ to

which any admissions officer would like to knoy the answer. In this respect,,

ht would seem espec1a11y relSvant to know the role of test data in htgh schdbl

o lOO ‘,.’c N S . ° R &
. 90 NN .

- o, <

,'according to the/éubjécts of Hauser and Lazaxzsfeld's

.

To what extent high school counselors

.
.

1965), become more access1b1e.to high school *° )

4




-
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\ .
> .

. P * ' . ’(
-counseling. - Some counselors nay actually bU doing the college and the student

a dlSS rvice by making recommendations salely on the ba51s of test data. Since
) " .
Hauser and Lazarsfeld repbrt that high school counselors are the persons out-

side the college who are most likelylto disagree with an adm1551ons dec151on

1
1t may well be thht w1th friends such as some colleges have, they can't aﬁéord

enemies. ‘ . /

[

!

< . . - .
Admissions Problems of the Transfer Student : N

a
. . - . '
A subject recelving a considerable amount of attention in the past few

[} A} ‘
years is that of the junior college transfer student. Dorothy Knoell and
L3 Ce ;
Leland Medsker (1965) have documented many of the problems encountered in

e -
.transfer from two year colleges to four year colleges, and a national J01nt

'Comﬁittee on Junior and Senior.Colleges has published a set of Guidelines for

. Improving Articulation Between Junior and Senior Colleges. A recent study'

completed by this writer (FincheYt, 1967) indicates, however, that the transfer
. problem may be more extensive than commonly recognized. We have long knpwn

» ( .
that college students were a highly mobile group, but a state-wide stud& of

‘transfer students, in both publio and private colleges indicated that students

- . -
trans féer at all levels of academic\progression. *Not “only do students trénsfer

) from two year colle;és to four year colleges,'but the; transfer from junior.-
colle;e to Junior college, from senior college to junior college and back

N
A »

again. Some students before earning a baccalaureate degree may have enrolled
. / B
in and earned credit at' a half dozen colleges or more.

] .

It is evident therefore, that more systematic investigation of transfer
.

students, their problems, and the problems they cause is greatly needed. For

;
some colleges and universities, the,admissions process for transfer students
. * °

];as,become as extensive.as that for entering freshmen. With the development

. . . '

of the Coflege-Level Examinations, éducational‘Testing Service has moved to

Q 1.(3.1

[E
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" provide some ass1stanCe in the matter. But colleges-using ‘these tests for
[ "\\ . N

sElectwn of transfer stugents will} need both research and ¢éaperience with
o * N i
' the tests before they can use them in the same manner 1n whuh the Scholastic

o J .

Aptitude Test and the Graduate Record'Exammatwns are used. ’

N ..
. - . N : ’ ~
¢ @ L Deve;lopxﬁent of Other Criteria ) i N .
~ » v
. One of the most urgent needs in admissions researchfis the dw\el:pment .
. BN ! .
- W -
of other criteria for the evaluation of the a,dmissions process. Th ork of

- A
the research staff of the -American College Testing Program is suggest1ve of
o. 4
how other criteria can be Qeveloped and research with \Jat1onal Merit Scholars

N amply demon\strates the need for post- colleg1ate cr1ter1a Unfortunatei-y, the
+ magnitude of the need does not leSS\n the diffi<ulties of developlng such
° L4
L. criteria, Most 1ns,t1tutions have been unable to m?‘\:'\e beyohd spacifying degree
< » .
v requ1rements 1n terms (othe‘r than academic wnits or credl'ts and g_radeiaverages.’ s

) 4 -

* For four year liberal arts colleges thc institutional ?\testing program for the

Al

.Graduat?® Record Examipations is a valuable means of evaluatx.ng student ach1eve-
. R
ment at the senno’r level, but little else is available in the way of ob3ect1ﬁ'e

o
\

. L4 A
¢+ v measures of academ1glccompl1sl'1ment. b s

‘

An interesting start in criteria development has been made by Stern, K .
— t . . . ‘ . L. -
Stein, and Bloom (1956). \ Their api)roach was to, think in terms of the end- ’

. . i1«

. prc/)duct of education and to.attempt tg construct médels of students who would *
[ ) N ﬁ\ - M

be the dutcome of certain educational programs. Muche the same approach has
. been used by J. Davis (1965) in a series of studies dealing with the "desirable'
L4 ~ .

student, as descr1bed by college faculty members Davis has attempted to find

mh
out what kinds Qf tra1ts are valued by those who instruct students and to
i 'compaﬁx these traits w1th sonventional measures of academic achievement. How
. B ¢ -

N M 4 . - ~

'
successful this particular approach will berin providing meaningful information
L] ? N ¢ r' . .

o .

. . . . . ! .
@ ‘op use in admisilons is an open”questipn at the present time. . -
ERIC . . : 102 . S
=N _— - : ' ' s
. - t

. 92

ya




. : : t !

L ’ Studies of Student Mix .
~ . M - -
. < 2
If, as many critics have pointed- out, the effect of most selecti\é admis-
. . - ’ o
. . sions _programs js | to produce a homogenae‘ﬁus student population, it 1s swell® that .

there is an 1ncréas1ng recog;nlon of the heed for experimental studies of’

F , v - \ ’

¢
student mix. Since some colleges have so belatedly come to the conclus1on
. .. ot .

~ that male and female students can be 1nstructed in the same classroom, ]\t ’

b .

would seem advisable to stuidy  the compos1t1on}f student populations in more
4 . M
3 . 1 . ' ’
detail. , r v . o a

. - L. . iy
The need for studies of student mix 1s especially relevant for students

from culturally deprived Backgrounds. As financial .aids become increasingly
available for students from low income families, college administrators and

faculty members will need to understand.how learnlng of these students is,
* <N

affected both by:the college envirpnment ind by the_chzracteristlcs of stu-

. ‘ *
_dents already enrolled in the gollege. The culturally deprived student may

. 9

respond well to the challenge provided in ce’rtaln classrooms because h1s trans- _ .-
. » %o L3 e “wooo®
[ 9
actions with other st1‘1dent§ reinforce his efforts . to learn. In classes where
? “ < . I w ¥
, he is the only !'one of his kind" or perceives himself as being such, the sit- . &
L . ’ ] . p3. 00

. . ¢4 . : P,
uation may be more threatenmg than conducive to-learning. On the other

hand, if he finds h1mse.lf in a classroom predomlnantly occup1ed by othex/ ..

. -
- ’ v

cultural ly deprived students, hg may be d1scouraged from leamlng because he

bercewes th& -course as being second-rate or remed1al rather thar be1ng the

L3

regulaLr c\ollege course. %w many students frpm culturally,‘deprived back- R

- . : ‘ - 9
grounds are ﬁeeded'i.n\fa\single class to prrovide a proper mix is an empirigal.’
question yet-to be adédquately answered. ‘

. . I \
It has frequently been suggested that'each college in the nation should -

adm1t a certain proportlon of its students on an experlmental bas1s w1thout

.

- regard to their qualifications. There are some indications that where.students.

v o . . 103 . ‘»., ( ’.' i |
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are admtted on an experimental basis and neither they nor their instructors
[ 4 . -

.are informed'of such, the students achieve at a leyvel substantially above

what would ordi'nari'ly beexpected. o . '

Drop-OQuts and Failures

‘.

The admssions®program in many colleges may, be suspected with some

.

Justiflcatlon of being a vest1bu1e operatlon with 11tt1e ol‘ no actual con-

cern’ with what occurs after the stadent is admitted. Although the maJomty

-
of Hauser and Lazarsfeld's admissions officers felt that they should hewt

»\
some 1nf1uence in curr1cu1um matters,‘t,here is serious question that the

typlcal admissions off1cer devotes, much t1me’sé to cUrr1cuhyn development.

Since 53 percent of the group did a551gn, however, a high priority to the

reduction of drop-puts and failures, rEcognltlon of the need for systematic

follow-up of admitted students would logically follow. Unfortunately, most
.E . - N 2

i
>

(:ollow-_ups of admitted students are ?\ade with the intention of finding out

! .
ow well; they did--not why did they not do better. - ' =

v . . 2

4. -

n

L 4

Sy

/
H

-

The Studerit Who Drops Out . . ] ..

~

The student who vo‘luntari}y withdraws from college before‘comple.tion of

_h1s' degree ,requirempents deserves seriouws study by the administrative official

‘ 'l - .
who admitted him. Iffert's (1956) national survey of college drop-outs indi-
cates  that the typical en%ring freshmen has only a fit"ty-fifty chéance of

surviving four years of college and earning an academic degree. Yet, the
N =y v Py -

,attrition is due more to voluntary withdrawal than fallure to maintain aca-

A Y

»

O

ERIC.
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demicéstandards‘ Since “there is-good reason,to believe that a student who

survives academicatly the first year of college is capable of going the full
L4
Toute, 1t would appear that more systematlc research on the prolem of drop-

1

N -~

outs is definitely warranted. How much the problem of drop-quts can be
v b, -A ’
. , . - o 7 .
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reduced through more effective admission procedures is an open question. y

~ .~ N R . \‘
. ' o The Student Who is Dismissed Yoo .

. )

v oA ‘

, . -

’ @
R 0 «
. ‘. -

. Also, important 1s the need for .a betteﬂmdgrgtaﬁding of the student '

nyho 1s dismjssed for failure to maintain academic standards.

’

Perhaps even

. more 1mportant than an 1nvest1gat10n of why students fail would be a sys-

. tematic study of what failuxé means to tHem.

it is easy to forget that the ‘

academi-c staﬁar& that "the sfudent fails to maintain are set by the college

. - and usually aécepted by“so(;iety. In othér words, the college defines failure--
, - ’ - ? s
~ . not the student. From the viewpoint of the individual student who fails, it -
.. . | B
ay well be that in terms of his own o))_)ectwes and expectations, he has not

> )
.

falled How many students enroll 1n college with ‘the implicit exgectatlon )

-

that they will fail or drop out before graduan?é}yls, of course, unknown.
. e

- But there is reason to believeo:l:{at‘jpmé students do actually attend collegé

.

1 -
. "'for the experience," "for an ortunity to ‘see what college is 11ke,", or ,

.

merely "to enJoy the fun of the football season and the fratermty or sorority

« . » A. *
4 h” »
rush, . .
¢ ' . .

A : -
’

. N >
. ' - For those who contend that it is harmful to the student to adhit him *

when it is highly probableg:'; at-he will fail, t is well t counter that we
shoutd know more about the student's actual objectives and expectatiens. , It

is also well to remember that Kate Hevner Mueller (1961) has said, "Students
\, : . ”

whe do not succeed in their scholastic work will yet carry away with them

(g WIS

-

N much that will be of permanent value fo them. " ,

e
Fd

r -
- . - «

, .

.,

s
\
: . N < . . ’
! . Social Consequences and \kqpllcatlons ,
b : .

‘
‘ 2 .
’ From the perspeetive of higher-education in generalthere is consigderable
: - H
- need for research into thle sodial consequences and-implications of current

admiss}on policies and practices.- The increasing demand for higher education
- i IS "

’

, 41,’1@,:.;&;» R

. has been met by a commendable effort to facilitate access to higher education
Q S S

B K : o [ R
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for those who would seek its benefits. Yet, the rapid expansion of state ™" L

s - 4 -. -

universjties 1nto multiversities and the rapid building of Juhmr colieges
J LIEEY

has not been-without a certain amount of stress, .The increasing cost of

. 4 -

|
|
{
|

L higher educatmn 1s undoub,tedly one of the reasons for an 1ncreasing propor—
tion of-students seeking .?;imivssmn to public institutions. If the trend . . ¢
. ’ .

E:ontmues as 1t 1s projected, more and more public institutions will.be

. , o

forced to become seﬁ‘ecnve 1in then‘ admissions program,
. \ .

- The mecessity of a selectlve admssions program’ poses problems. One
<

1s how to 1nsu§e tha\each 1nst1tut1on not be select1ve for the wrong pur-

poses.. Despite the boast of mos‘t colleges that they are umque and despite

&~ Cw
the frequéncy with which the term "innovation'’ is used by college hms- T
trators 2 cynic mlght rightly suspect that most colleges are more 1m1tat1ve

: than inhovative. In estabhshmg a select1ve admissions program, it would’
) -

| not-seem to be to the advantage of either nation, soc1ety,.m&students for °
! Y N .
1) — . .

each ‘college to follow the lead of hose institunons with highly selective
i 4 .
.

criteria of*a strictly intellective nature.

v

L L I " ’

‘r .
| k4
|

|

: A.start in investigating the®social implications of college admissions
. . 2 * . .
 has been made by the RusSell Sage Fb‘\mdation. Although focusing Qrimariiy v e

+ - M .
on the uses of standardized tests, the studies have ir_ect implicatipns for, -
A -, P

‘ . : o .
\,.\ciﬁlege admssions. David A. Goslin (1963) has reviewed-testing practices
. ”~ Al \e N ’ ‘

' ) o . 3 P / . - .
in industry, busineSs, government, anf _

the military services, as well as

- A

those in educatic/n ow . 4

|
| ’ In a public op1n1on survey o»ﬁfatntudes toward intelligence tests,
| h i -

- Orville G. Brim (1965) uﬁd that‘iAl percent of, the'general public was op-

‘ .
( posed to usmg teits tol deny adm1,ss1ons to college. Only 25 percent were\

0
. -

| f; . - ,
B 0pposed to us\mg tests for sectioning special classes. - /\, oo N
|

. It ise ev1dent from these stud1es that there are social jmplications for |
. A ) f

:ol‘lﬁg"admissions, that ‘the;fiublic ifbecomifng aware of these sociaI implications, {

ERIC © S 106 .-
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. - 3 .‘u N “‘A. - .
and that there is»u-need for each collegefto consider more,carefully the . ‘
» vy

soclal consequences and 1mpl1cat1ons of the1r admission policies and pract1ces.

~

.
.

\.

. Sociat Implications'ef the National Testing Agencies

v

.

LY

.

14

Directly rglated to the need for inquizy into the social implications

A * ' - v . .
) of cbllege admissions Is a parallel 1nquiry into the role of national testing
3

- ) a
agencies such as the College Entrance Examination Board ,the Ame;;can College

.

Tes ting Piogram, and the Nat1onal Merit Scholarsh1p Corporat1on~ That these
o .
agencies play- an extremelxv1mportant role in college adm}ssions is obvious, °

* s

. . . . Y Sy st N I
", But exactly what this role is and what the social implicatidns of such agencies -

“are is not at'all clear.

. . coverage and a large aud1éhce by lashing out against the tests'used by these

Several critjcs have rece1ved cons1derable press

- -

N e —

agencies. Setting a straw-man argument that tests are the sole cr1ter10n for

A}

-adm1ss1on to college, these critics have pictured, college -admissions in broad

Ofwellian strokes and splashes: ) - L

Critics of the national testing agencigs have ignored the fact that no

-

LY

agéncy has tr1ed as d1l1gently as Educat1onal Test1ng Serv1ce td warn agam!m;,is

°

abuse of tests and to prov1de educavxonal materials for the proper use of

standard1zed tests.

efforts is a matter worthy of empirical ipquiry.

their intensive efforts,

4

claim,

-

In any e

Y
|

Pl

‘It maylwell be that,

Yet, the effect1veness of Educat1onal Testing Service's

ETS staff have not succeeded.in warning consumers

-

?

of testing abuses, and that the tests are misused as wigély as some critics

. (s
”< .
L3

~

despitp

~ 7
t, the role of the national testing agencies in college admis-

sions is a subject for needed researBh. There is a need better to upderstand -

A

" the influence of such ayencies upon | addission policies and practiceS' the

~

r”

E

-

actual uses thao'college QEn1ss1on off1cers make of test data in college ad-

.
.

m1ss1ons~'and the general 30c1al 1mpl1cat1ons of having national testing

RIC -
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» %

. - v
agencles presently const1tqted. . Also needed,1s reésearch, from the viewpo'ipti

0
’ .

of h1;>h s chool counselors--how they perCe1ve the role of the national testing
-

- ’ .-

agenc1es how they use the various tests d1str1buted by t.he agenc1es, and’ the

L]

'1's-both commendable an'tf chgl lenging. It is hope.d that, in some way, this

-~

influence of test data in student decision-making as perceived by the counselor..
¢

» " -

- e N4 -
. - Summary - .
L] . i .
. . . L4

Thls paper has been an attempt brlefly to review needed rese(rch in

~

college Qdm1ss1ons - - L o - : ) .
While some of the to‘nc’s reqdiring research are,obvious to those"con-
cerned with admissions work, it is hopeduthz;t some topig¢s have l:een suggested
which are. no.tlobvious but npnetheless impcrtant. There c_‘a'n‘be little dotbt .

Itbat there _15’ an increasing awareness of needed 7rese:arch in college admissions,

and with the gro&‘:th ot‘ ij'fst-istutional resez;rch as a spec;aliizee fiel.d, resea;'ch
} .

“1n adm1ss1ons work should provide some-of the more 1nterest1ng challengese.

’I‘he discussicn has touched upon & substant.lal number of 1ntere$t1ng "

leads for research An apprecmble numher of research‘workérs are 1erest1-

. o .

gating a variety of problems in college admissions. Much of this ‘research

. . -,

ro

paper-w1ll convey some sense of the’ challenges 1n adnussmns research and

. - . ..

o o - -

prov1de sofme small measure of stimujation to 1nve§t1gate the admssmn process .

.
.

w1th the methods .of systemat1c 1nqu1ry required. ) ' .

e . .
K [ i
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. budgets. Hopefully, this will encourage 1nst1tut10na1 résearch people to

~r

O
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‘functions are closely inte}related--on others they are not. Th'ys usually: is . ,
4 »

' AN INTRODUCTION.TO BUD.GETAR‘Y ANALYSIS”

.

v

. P
. I . ,
. James L. Miller,'Jr. * &
Center for the Study of Higher, Education o ‘u
.., \ The Un'Bversity of M1ch1gan . .

. /

The relationship between institational, research and institutional bud-
1 - P . :
geting varies greatly from one campus to another. On some campuses these . :
‘ -

‘.

a reflection of the particular institutional problems or needs which led to
) . L
_the establishmdnt of the institutional research office: In the long run, .

howe'ver, it is apparent that numerous interrelationships between institutional

- -

research offlces and budgetary decision makers will deyelop. .

. .
. .

¢ The comments( in this paper are designed for those who are not familiar .
- . .
wit_h'higher educatién budgeting. The intent is.to provide institutional
" A
< \ . ~ , s ‘
research people‘with enough information to enable theni to understa.nd what ,

college and university busmess officers are talkmg about when they discuss

- ‘.
enter into dgscussions wit,h budget people in their own institutions, leading . 2

“toward gregter coqperatlon and a greater exchange of 1nformat1on.

Budgets frequently have been described as programs expressed in terms *

~ -

of dolfars. Although this is not a new def1n1t10n of budgeting, it is be-

coming increasingly apt because of recegt developments, partl-cularly the

. v .

»

advent of "program budgeting." Several things are implied by the definition *

LD . . O
of 'budgeting ds program expressed in terms of dollars. agéle is that the bud-

et is a cdmprehensive presentation of the institution's actjvities and
g comprenensive .

CoL : 110 . : £
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- . . N . . N . .
Programs. For many institutions it is the only ‘place where one can review
. e

v,

+_ the tota) activities of the inStitution in a slngle documeﬁt Another 1mpli-
o ‘”éatlon is that dollars become a common vocabulary for discussing dissimilar

. aot}yltles such as bu11d1ng maintenance, student services, and classroom
. R N - - ! )
teaghing. T ‘ ]

~ ‘

Budgetary decision- -making usually is inter-related with programmatic .

. \ . - ‘

dec151on-mak1ng because of tge fact that money is necessary to 1mPlement most

. ’

. programs * Budgetary dec151on-mak1ng represents a ser1es of "cho1ces" among

alternatlve p0551b111t1es. These ch01ces reflect conscious or unconsc1ous

. po R ~

decisions about 1nst1tut10nal priorities and balance. Insofar as ‘institu- -

t1onal research can prov1de Information .and analysis wh1ch w1ll improve el -
L .

cisiop- maklng, it w1ll make an 1mportant contribution to the future well- e

’

" being of the institution. oo <

In"some cases the instifutional research office w111 be 1nvolved directly

) N
N ~ v

in budgetary analys1s and cost studles,,and in othe? cases f1nanc1al studies

will be made by ‘the budget off1ce. Thp ter situation probably, is the

-
.

N A . gx b
most compon. Even when the institutional research office is not .directly
P > A -0 L °
.involved ﬁh,making financial studies, other types of studies mide by the
B * B d s
1nst1tut10nal research office will have d1rect‘or indirect relevance to bud-

3 ’ e

getary decision- mak1ng simply because  of the fact that budgetary decisions

o
\ »  E
concern themselves with so many different aspects of the total operation of

the institution. It is important, therefore, that institutional research

people-have an understanding of the institutional budget and of financial
* *s .

analysis techifiques. . o ‘ -

v - a¥ -
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. " THE STRUCTURE OF THE BUDGET . .

o, - The Principle of Separately Balanced "Funds"
. . : s .

A bgsic principle 4n college and university budgeting‘is that all’of
t N . &
the money handled by the institution is not pooled into a single',account

- from which mone; might be spent for ‘any worthwhile institutional purpose.

+

: Instead thie money handled by the institution is d1V1ded into a series of

*funds " each of which has its own sources of 1ncome and gurpose of expen—

d1ture. There are six separate funds at most 1nst1tpt1ons. These are

descr1bed in Append1x Ao ’I‘hey are:, R ) 0 }
.1 Current Funds ; ; S ‘ PO
2) Loan funds . ' ) e
. 3) Endowment and other non- expendabld.«funds . .,
4) Annuity funds . L .
5) Plant funds . . ) . ‘
6) Agency funds e ‘ )
. . . , . \
" Restricted .and Unrestricted Funds M 3 . -

Each of the six fund groups i$ d1V1ded into "restr1cted" and "unre-

stricted" funds. Restricted funds are-those which have Some 11m1tat1on con-
LS . . =3 . . M - .

cerning the purposes for which they can b_e' expended (a restriction beyond

N ¢ . : N \

q . ) ‘ - .
that® implied by the nature’ of the fund group itself). R'estricted funds ™~

v

usually come to the 1nst1tut1on earmarked for a particular pro;ect or purpose

by the donor or coptracting agency’ P‘or example unrestricted mpnies in the

.

% cur:(ent funds could be spent for any pfrpose de51gnated by the 1nst1tut1on,

but a donation, earmarked by _the donor for the suppoart of an Econouuc Deve.lop-
- e T &

ment Research Institute would “be placed in a "restricted" current "fund account.’

~

The division of each of whe six fund categories into festricf.ed and

«

unrestricted seg&pnts, results in twelve separate "poclqets" into wh1ch mon1es .

4

. may be placed (F1gure 1). £ach of’. these separate fund categories operates -

1ndependent1y, that’is, the income and expend1tures of each must: be 1n “balance.

ERIC AN ALz L
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< ’ ‘ p ° e ’ A - = et .
N Current Fund Categories » "
5 N ~ .
. ‘ We have already noted the potential confusion reS)Xting from/the exis- »
" g tence of twelve "pockets' into which monies qan be placed This potential -
/)
. confusioe is further. compounded by tht\fact that the most 1mportant fund
2 N group--current funds'--is subd1v1ded 1nto three maJof' categories: T .
RO 1) "educational. and general” . . .
’ 2) "auxiliary enterprises" : - <!
vt 3) "student aid" . ) . .
. A . - . b
§ i And each of these 45 furthér subdivided as indicated below., .e
HE ‘ . h o ) T,

Educational and general monies are thHose which are currently available
T . © .

\ for instructional research, and public services programs and for ‘generefl

. adm1n15trat1ve gxpenses associated with the operat1on of the 1nst1tut10n

These are the maJor expendltures of interest to most 1nst1tut10na1 personnel.
b

Therefore, this 1s the category mostmfrequently subJected to intensive anal-

ysis. Educational and general expenditures are subdivided ‘into the following

°

eight subcategories which are descx;ibed in Appendix Bi -

. ¥ b N . 3
*< . 1) General administration . . .
) . 2) General expense - -
' . 3). Instruction and. departmental research
4) Organ1zed actlleles'remtmg to educationial departments .
sy Organlzed research . - ’
. - 6) Extension, and public sery1ce - ‘.
LN .7 L1brar1,’es ‘ : - '

. 8) Operation and maintenance ofethe physzcal plant

-~

t-.
. Student aid funds as the hame su’ffests, are ‘those funds jutilized for
N »"

. scholarsh1ps,.fe110w$h1ps and‘pr;zes. o )
N { - P
Auxlhary enterpnses #e those 1nst.1tut10na11y operated act1V1t1es whlch

N
do not actually constl(t;ute a part of the ‘educational, program (such &s dorml-

v

tories, cafeterlas /student unigns, book stores, etc.). At most 1nst1tut10ns
.-
. ‘these activities are se‘lf-supportmg, and, therefore (1t i important to sep-

. Ed

arately account ‘for the'1r income M¥nd expenditures. Such a separate_ acg:ounting'

. » . N “

prov,ides‘ information on whether they “are .genuinely self-sui)portiﬁg. A .

. 114 ,
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. ‘ We have already noted the potential confusion reS)Xting from/the exis- »
" g tence of twelve "pockets' into which monies qan be placed This potential -
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. confusioe is further. compounded by tht\fact that the most 1mportant fund
2 N group--current funds'--is subd1v1ded 1nto three maJof' categories: T .
RO 1) "educational. and general” . . .
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vt 3) "student aid" . ) . .
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§ i And each of these 45 furthér subdivided as indicated below., .e
HE ‘ . h o ) T,

Educational and general monies are thHose which are currently available
T . © .

\ for instructional research, and public services programs and for ‘generefl

. adm1n15trat1ve gxpenses associated with the operat1on of the 1nst1tut10n

These are the maJor expendltures of interest to most 1nst1tut10na1 personnel.
b

Therefore, this 1s the category mostmfrequently subJected to intensive anal-

ysis. Educational and general expenditures are subdivided ‘into the following

°

eight subcategories which are descx;ibed in Appendix Bi -

. ¥ b N . 3
*< . 1) General administration . . .
) . 2) General expense - -
' . 3). Instruction and. departmental research
4) Organ1zed actlleles'remtmg to educationial departments .
sy Organlzed research . - ’
. - 6) Extension, and public sery1ce - ‘.
LN .7 L1brar1,’es ‘ : - '

. 8) Operation and maintenance ofethe physzcal plant

-~

t-.
. Student aid funds as the hame su’ffests, are ‘those funds jutilized for
N »"

. scholarsh1ps,.fe110w$h1ps and‘pr;zes. o )
N { - P
Auxlhary enterpnses #e those 1nst.1tut10na11y operated act1V1t1es whlch

N
do not actually constl(t;ute a part of the ‘educational, program (such &s dorml-

v

tories, cafeterlas /student unigns, book stores, etc.). At most 1nst1tut10ns
.-
. ‘these activities are se‘lf-supportmg, and, therefore (1t i important to sep-

. Ed

arately account ‘for the'1r income M¥nd expenditures. Such a separate_ acg:ounting'

. » . N “

prov,ides‘ information on whether they “are .genuinely self-sui)portiﬁg. A .
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separate accounting for aux111ary enterprlses dlbo keeps the picture clear

’
concerning which monies are avartable for "cduutlon,al” purposes and which.
\

.

,qre earmarked for otHer purposes.

©. In summary,,” the structure of the budget includes three maJor levels

for categorlzmg expendltures--the s1x "funds" (eath of which may have its

,

restricted and unrestricted s’ide); the separate categories within funds,
the most important of which (for financial analysis) are the three categories
within the current fund; and finally the sub-classifications within each

category, the most 1mportant of which are the eight sub< c1ass1f1ca‘t10ns A

.o
- L

i’gp."thm ’Ehe gducatmnal and general c1ass1f1cat;on.
-] .

M % ' ! )

BUDGETARY ANALYSIS
. . Ty

Pl&poses of Budg%t Analysis,

«:_,(,

Budget analys:Ls consmtutes the lmmetween raw financial data and

.
| —

thMe "({.%‘those data for 1nterpret1ve and planning purpeses. Budgetary

anaﬁsw reveals the patterns in the institution®s expend1tures. The pat-

tefns' themselves often te:ll a mea?ungful story. When the patterns are

.

compared to other normative patterns, it is usually poss:Lble to make some

l

interpretations and Judgments concernﬁ1g them s .
Reports growmg out of budgetary analyses may be used for a variety of
L) .

purposes. One of the most common is external- reportm'ﬁ--thé presentatlon

of information to an audience out51de the 1nst1tut10n itself. State legis-

- >
« B .

latures and state agencies concerned with h1gher educat1on plannlng and
’ . R)

coordination often require such reports on’institutional finance. Private
P .

e

- ’

'institutions,' glthough less soften "req'uired"\ to submit such reports, often

. ~

* choose to do .so as a method of informing donérs, past or prospective, about
- ~

the instituti.on's needs and its managerial efficiency. Budgetary "analysis
PR t- .
: 1 15
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"alsous, used for 1nternal purposes,,espeually when it can be tléd in closely

'with inStitutidnal budgetmg and long-range planning. In these cases bud-
‘ - . fy ’
. - P $o a ¥ s ‘.
getary .analysis may constitute one of the bases for decisionsmaking concerning
- - 3 . .

. - )

’ the.élldgatfqn of money amorfg competing claimants. -

, . - .

In this presentation the term budgetary analysis is used fairly loosely. *

Lest this create confusion, it should be noted that there are important

. [y

=hand7 and budgei "formulas'" on the other. Budgetary analysis is ddne after

the fact (whether it is after expenditures actually have been incurred or

after”a budget is developed) and therefore’ the analysis cat be made in gcon-

' siderable detail..., Formulas, are developed prior to detailed budgeting and

e

Yo

k-

-EMC\}
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deTve the purpose of providing estimates which are useful for the allocation

-

of resources. Formulas can provide only an approximation of the resources
- )

needed by various parts of the stotal' organization. qu

“ 1t should be noted also that there are important differences between .

st‘udies in single institutions and inter-institutional studies. In the latter

- . - 3

case the usual difficulties associated 'with making an analysis are further

comphcated by problems spec1f1ca11y related to the inter-institutional nature

of the project. Among the most frequen\?}encountered d1ff1c’u1t1es are probr

lems associated with insuring comparabi¥i
i

ty of information, respecting con-
fidentiality, to the degree desired by each of the institutions, and making’

comparisons among activities which are similar but not identical. Individual

‘
’

institutions can take advantage of the compafigo)ns which are possible because

.oF the increasing availability of public information about other institutions
R ' )

or groups of institutions. Such information provides norms against which.an

individual institution can compare itself. Studies of state systems provide '

’ a A
one such source of rea(ﬁly available 1nformat1o:\ ’

R e = -~
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. In this presentation the term budgetary analysis is used fa1;1y loosely.

. . N .

also 1s used for internal purposes, gspecially when it cap )be‘ tied in clpsely

with ins’f’ltutional budgeting and long-range planning. In theée case‘s bud-

- -

getary analysis may const1tute one of the bases "for deasmn-making concerning

A

the allocatlon ‘of money among competmg c1a1mants. >

°

,

,~ Lest this create confusion 2it should be noted that there are important

.

*+

-

. ) . . - L
» 'ff the project. Amongthe most frequéntly encountered difficulties are prob-

') - T
d1sx1nct10ns between budgetary analysls (or cost accountmg), on the Qne

hand and budget u»formulvas‘&,,on ‘;.Ile othef: Budgetary analysis is don’e after

»’

Qt}le fact (whether 1t§15 aftbr'&pgndlture‘s actually have been %ncurred or

&,
2 N ¢ . ' N

after a budget is developed)\ and therefore the analysis can be made in con-*

‘*\_-t ’

51derab1e deta11.. Formulas are developed Bnor to detailed budget1ng and -
PR

3
‘sexve the- -purpose of providing est1mates wh1ch are useful for the allocatlon

4

of resources.’ Formulas can provide Snly an approxmatmn of the resources

needed by various parts of the total organization.® L ‘

" It should be noted .also that there are 1mportant d1fferences between‘l

studies in single 1nst1tuuons and, 1nter-1nst1tut1orta1 Studies. In the latter

. &’
, case the_usual difficulties associated wi'th making an analys!s- are furthev/

.con'fplicated by pr'oblek' specifi'cally related to the. interinstitutional nature

.

1) -
. .

lem.s assoc1ated with 1n§ur1ng c0mparab111ty of 1nformat10n respectlng con-
L]

f1dent1a11ty to .the degr\ee desrgleny each of the 1nst1tut10ns, and makmg TR

.

. compansons among ac€1v1t1es. wﬂch are 51m11a but not identieal. Ind1vi_dua1

1nst1tut1ons can “e advantage of the comparlsons which are possible because
ks . ¢
- of the intreasing availability of public information about other institutions ,
\ A4

- v
.or groups “of Jdnstitutions. Such information provﬁes norms against which” ‘an

1nd1v1dua1 institution can compare 113‘3{ §tud1es of state S)Q)Eems provide
$

-

h one such source of readily available information. ) h 3 L
’ i - e . . . - *
3. T, o1 -
v . - T ' . ¢ Y . ’ ‘
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‘ .scheduled for pub«llcatlon in 1968 by the Amerlcan Counc1l *bn Educatron,/

. o ‘. - v . At Ty AT
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Histo¥ical Background of Budgetary Analysis .
Y . s 4 A b ’ - . wY

The history ‘of budgetary analysis, fepresents the intefveaving of many’
' . I - A . .

forees and interést%. These mclude the deve10pment of a umform alcounting -~

system for American higher educat1on the development and 1n1t1al popularr-
< N e . . M -~
patron of cost* analys1s pnocedures by a group I shall refer f6 as the
~— )
"Ch1 ago school ;" "the pressures for adoptign br _budgetary analys1s prqcedures
. fogm P *‘—,
which have emamated from state agenc1es since the ear, y 195955’ and ﬁnally
L f Bl ~

the contemporary emergence of.the Planning- Prograxmnmg Budgenng System/(PPBS)
.. A . . N . Y. . 9 ' . .

movement.' . . . . . Y < » -

/~ - t _ PN
The development of a uni¥orm account1ng system for all :ﬁnstrtutions‘-of
-

-higher learn1ng does not sound like-a very exmtmg. piece of history, b&

N
3 , .
. 1t was* the sine 9 non for any 1nte»r1s_nst1tut10nal f1nanc1al compar1sons. ‘
Without a common "vocabulary" and commonly -accepted "rules. ofsthe game " 1t
was impossible to compare one institution with another and.1t also was ith- -
v ’ ; -

possible to develop mormative data agamst which 1nd1v1duaf 1nst1tut1}éns might

-

measure their own performance. There were s}everal early. attempts by individ-
. 2 * “er e

¢ uals"to develop an accouiting system which a¥l colle‘éeScaand uhiversities would

. [y
. .

.accept. This laid the groundwork for the appointment, in 1930, of a Nat1onal
% ~ N
"Committee on Star;dard Reports for Institutions of H1gher Education. 'I‘hat

.

committee develoged a‘ classification procedure, published ih'lQ?SS whieh ;till
provides the basic structure for ‘college and u1111‘ver51ty aec;yntm; systems
I‘ N\ -
ubsequent rev1s1ons of that report have been prepared, both by eomnut
of r}lege and university business offrcerek Jhe f1rs\t‘ re'v1s1on.vfas publ1shed
™~ e

by\the Amer1can Council on Educat1on in 1952 as College ana Umvers1ty Rusi

.
ness, é lume 1. A second rev1s1on is currently under way with the resuits . «".

i S . :]_1\8 . ¢‘ ; “9”? . .
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s

e
" and Floyd W. Reeves that provides a series of corrective "weightings' that

<y ’ ) . ’ .

’lt -

Adopt1on of the un1form system by . indi vidual 1nst1tut1ons pfoc;d?d

v ~

. slowly at frrst, but today 1t 1s used dlmost universally because of the fact, .

that so\:‘many governmental reports ‘mimt be*based upon it. The major out11nes

. § o

of that accounting system were., d1scx55ed eaglier in this paper and are pre- .

o \

sented in somewhat more detail in Appendices A and B,

What I have chogen to call the"'Chicaéo schoo.l'j was a remarkable group'

“

of. faculty members at the Uniypersity of Chicago in ‘the 1ate 1920's and early .

1936"s who'turned their attEntmn to the study of higher education organi- *

zation and adm1mstrat1on. The group 1nc1uded Floyd Reéves, John Dale lesell, <

A. J. Brumbaugh, Lloyd Blauch and other§ A series of mu1t1-1nst1tptlona1

Studrss were conducted and published which for the first time provided norma-
¥ . ' A

.

tive information about inst1t;ut§9nal organiZation, administratdon, finance,

, staffing, physical plant fac111t1es, and many other matters.
Although the works produced b)q th1s group are pr1nc1pa11y of historical interest
they«1laid the groundwprk for much that has happened during the 1950' \
and 1960'5. Among other th1ngs, the system they deve10ped for analyzmg and

tomparmg institutional patterns of income and experlditure was to reappear in

N

the 1950's as the most wid®Ty used systen of budgetary kanalysis. The work

done by this group also provided the basis for’ a"‘complete overhaul of the

-

-

accred1tmg procedures used by the North Central Association (changes wh1ch

.

.ultimately were g:cepted by other accrediting ﬁéomanons) R

o
Not all of the work initiated by the Ch1cago school Ras been replicated.

One p1ece of mork which is generally ovenlooked and which has part1cu1ar .

‘e, -

s1gn1f1tance to small inst1tu?1‘ons is the table developed by John Dale Russell

. * . ] -
can be used by institution¥® with less than 1,000 students to adjust calcu- ¢
. L

1at1ons of expend1ture per student so as to make th?r expendi tures’ comparable
| 119 Y -
109 - ’ .

) . v . -




E

* to norms established for larger institutions.” It is commonly recognized

. L
‘e that small 1nst1tut10ns have certajin 1nherent 1ne~ff1c1enc1es%h as the
- }/ .
necessity for prowdmg a basic hbrary, faculty,) and physical faC111t1es,
. 7 A

\
plus certain ,unav01dab e ovexhead" costs, The small enrollment Jheans “that

.
- ~ N -

the cost Of-A.LhIS basic program on a per student b3515 is hrgher than would >

» o
)

be ‘true 1f the enrollment were largér. Small institutions may\know thlS to
. , K I I toAa - -
. be true but o\ften are at a loss to\know how great the cost “of this 1nef—

N

The Russell-ReeVes table quan-

in terms of' dollars and cents.

s
i

fici ency‘\l
T

It is reprqduced here becausellt is ndt generally avallable

‘n

»+ tifies this

"%n other SOI‘B‘KGS (see Table 1)’

The dollar ‘figures are badl)_' ‘out of date
J
f the fact that the table was publlshed over 30 yedrs ago, but N
* R .
reason tosbelieve that the welgl}‘ﬁ‘n&s are_.stlll reasonably accurate

because

there ré

A The significan%i'colu.mns in the tab’le'are Column 1 which shows the enrollment
. . 4 . . . v v

groupings and Column 3 which.indicates the weighting that should be used as

.

B

&

. . T .
a multiplier in reducing the actual cost per student before attempting to

4 . 7o, AN .
make comparisons with larger collegests The table has a number of uses.

.

’

_In

L2 . ~
interinstitutional comparisons it provides .an approo.riate "handicap" for

- . - ~ o
. smaller institutions to make comparisons more reasonable.

.

In estimating
AY

budgetary needs for a small college it provides a basis for estimating the
. ameunt of ext.ra funding the institution will need on a per student ba.sls

because-of its small size. It  also provides food for thought for small 1n-_

stitutions which are wondering about the economics involved in intreasing
N ' 1 ‘. ~

’-‘-, their enrallients. Obviously a larger enrollment wil,’lggequire increased’

O

MC: ' -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

institutional support, but the amount peeded per student to do an equivilent

- - ©

educational job wi:ll drop.

.

i

ot

the area of institutional budgetary analysis.

.

) . .

199

.
¥

¥

. T ’
. The years between 1935 and 1950 saw very little interes} or actjvity in

The Second World War intervened
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) TABLE 1 . Ce .
o - : L
v
. , i WEIGHTING FOR EXPENDITURE AND INCO\H:’\DATA T0 ACCOUNT FOR : ,
. SIZE OF ENRQ'LMENT AND MATHEMATICAL EVIDENCES OF THE — . .
- . PROGRESSION OF THE WEIGHTING CURVE <
\"‘ R ’ & ‘ J ; -
L LY k :
’& ) - © ! -
- * eo- ordinate Reading Weighting . '
e (Dol rs of Expendi-,~ (Co-ordinate Difference from « . ,
, ture per Student, . _Reading Preceding In¢rements .
Enrolment ,Quality Being Bﬁi\ded N Co ordinate - in /
Group - .~ Invariable . ZOS.OO)bE. - . Reading - . Bifference
1) . C @) . (3) R C) (5) ,
s ' s - - > - Ej R =~
‘Over 1,050 . ' 205.00" 1.0000 -/ r 0.0 ---
1,031-58 | s 205.40 / .9981 0.4 K ¢
.1,011-30 . 206 50 -9 ~.9927 1.1 AT ---
991-1,010 -. ' 207.r70 \ .9870 ) .1.2_*-* . “ . 0,1
971-90 - ' ~209.00 .9809 . 1.3 - . 11
” h ) » — .\‘ '
851-70 210.40 * . .9743 1.4 - BN
931-50 . 21190 # .9674 1.5 o
911-30 ., .+ 213.50 - .9602 ~ L6 R T
891-910 ‘ d215.20 .9526 1.7 .3 -
871-90 (. 217.00 g 9447+ 1.8 )1 . P
N ' s ( ) ;‘?’;"" \ a
851-70 . 218.90 . 9365 1,9 ’ 1,
831-50" ‘ 220.90 J9280 2.0 , «onl . .
811-30 223:00 + ,9193 , 2.1 .1
. 791-810 . 225.20 L .9103 oL 2.2 ‘sl .
771-90 . 227.50 .9011 2.3 ; .1 '
" 751-7Q0 229,90 . 8917 , 2.4 : .1 )
*731-50 © - 232,40~ g .8821 2.5 . ~ .1
711-30 - 235.00 - .8%3 2.6 .1
691-710 237.70 . 8624 2,7 .1 .
671-90 j 240.60 . 8520 '2.9 ’ .2
. ’ R . -
e 121 ,
- . N oty ) ’
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; ‘ Comording : L toneine oy
R R o-ordinate, Reading ‘Weighting ¢ @ o . ‘ .t .
(Dollars of Expendi- (Co-ordinate, Difference frqm - ’ N
* ' ture per Student, A 4 Reading’ * Precedifrg . ‘Inczement s -
s * & Enrolment - Quality Being Divided by Co- ordmate ' . ip . *
Group ' Invariable 205<00) Reading . Differende =~ ',
1) (2) (3) « - (4 "« ‘ L8y
-~ . ® -t : N
651-7¢ 243.70 . 8412 . - . 3.1 - .2 )
631-50 . ) 247.00 "L .83007, 3.3 . .2 ’
. . 611430 5 ', 250 50° ‘e .8184 V. 3.5 * 3 20 .
’ .- 59L-610- 254.20 < .8065 _ 3.7 7 tE - 20 ) )
. 571-90 - . 258.20 ° b 7940 ' N IR \
d Y ‘ % i
[ .551-70 * 262.50 7810 4.3 ! .3 v
o 531-50 . 267'1'8{ 7675 L. 46 ) T T
S . 511-30° -+ 272.00 . L7537 S, 49 Do 3T, L
» 7 491-510 t277.30 ' .7393 ° ’ 5.3 4 .
o 471-90 283.00" 7244 .- .t s 0.4, >,
- E 4
. ./\“ 451-70 289.10 .7091 e 6., 0.4 ' .
431250 . 295.70 . 6933 .6.6° 7 .5 s
411-30 © 302.80 . 6770 . 7.1 . s '
+/391-410 310.40 .6603 . 7.6 - - - - _
. 371 90 318.60 .6434 . 8.2% ‘ .6 ) . -
> Yl a ) - . - * E
351-70 327.40 .6261 | 8.80 SR
331-50° - - 336.90 v -1.6085 9.50 ~ 7
311-30 34%.10 . .5906 10.20 ; 7 L ’
296- 310 .358.10 A Y .5725 N ) -=- .
286-95" * 363.95 L5633, . 5.85 --- . 4
. 276-85 ' 370.00 *. .5531 » 6705 N .2 Sz
T 266-75 376.35 .5447 6.35 . .3 ]
256-65 . 383.00, -.. ~ .5352 .- 6.65 ' 7.3 .
246-55 389.95" .. T .5287 on . 6.95 ! 3 s !
E TC 236-45 397.30 ' _ . .5160 LG - £7.35 ‘. 4"
. . ‘ . \ . ., .
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R . TABLE 1--Continued
<z L s . L P —_— . ) ,
- : \ . .l\ r < R \ o~ L J
. \Co-'prdinate Redding - - Weighting ‘
X ,\/ , (Dollars of Expendi- (Co-ordinate Differepce from ! '
- ’ - " ture per Student, Reading Preceding ’ Increment “Z
_Enrolment Quality Being Divided by Co-ordinate * in
Group Invariable . 205.00 Reading Difference
(1) _ (2 : (3 (4) M (5)
. . apm——r— . Ve . -
Bk 226-35 405.05 .5061 L7715 * .4
N 216-25 ~ 413.20 ~_ . .4961 t e .8.15 X 4007 ) '
i 206-15 Coales N 4860 ~ 8,65 "5 . .
0 196-205 "431.10 ’ -4755 PR r9.35 .6 .
. 186-95 ° 440.95 .4649 9.85 > .6 i
Mt ' 4 — v N | R
" 176-85 ‘ 451.50 - .4540 : 10.55 .7 ’ .
166-75 - 462.85 .4429 . 1r.35 .8 S
156-65 475.10 - ¢,4315 . 12,25, 0.9 .
" 146-55 488:35 .4198 13.25 ' 1.0 -~ M
— 136-45 * 502.70 e .4078 14. 35 1.1 o
— * .
“ 126-35w____—518.25 > . .3956 15.55 1.2 . *
T16.25 535.30 - b .3830 ¢ 17.05 1.5
106-15, - . 554,25 - . 3699 18.95 ; - © 1.9 .
: - 96-105* .7 575,90 . .3560 WLy 21.65 - 2.7 .
8 ;86-—95 601.65 - .3407 ~ ' o 25.75 T 4,1
° - 76-85 . 633.15 3237 - 32.50 - 6.75
‘ §6-75- 4 675.50 _ #3035 42.35 v 9.85
. - 56-65, 732.00 “ . " .2801 56.50 14.15
. 46-55 . 808.50 ) . .2536 . 76.50 20.00
41-45 846.50 - ,2422. ) 48.00 .
. M . 4 914.00 .2243 . §7.507 .. 9.50
. 0 L ° . . -
~ . L ; YL ) . - . »
4 *The weightings for the institutions with less thar.l‘100 students—are not as stable as the weightings ’ .
for institutions of larger enrolment. Only a few inst‘i%utipns with small enrolment were available for
"the study, and the reference ppints were insufficient for. determining accurately .the behavior of the
. . weighting curve ¥n the ‘lower brackets. The mathematical behavior of the.curve in the lower extremity
Q is, however, essentia}&y the same as in other parts of the énrolment scale. s , .
. EMC A i . /;/ ! i -,
e o8 JBL\_LZB\ . -~ ‘
- A — ik : o - _~ s . .
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*  Co-ordinate Reading Weighting ‘i p
(Dollars of Expendi- (Co-ordinate Difference from.
. turé per Student, Reading Preceding Increment
,Enrolment Quality Being Divided by Co-ordinate # in
Group e Invariable 205.00) Reading Difference
(r (2) ~(3) ~(4) . (s)
’ e . . o,
31-35 ° 983.00 . .2085 69.00 . 11.50
26-30 1,066,020 - .1923 .83.00 - 14.00
21-25 1,168.00 .1755 102.00 19.00
16-20 1,296.00 .1582 128.00Q _ 26.00

‘
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during this time, and the post-war vetérans' enrollment boom consumed insfti- :

" tutional energies. In the early 1950's(the veteran enrollment began td be

replaced by non- veterans,.and Federal financjal support under the GI Bill no.

i

longer prov1ded a major source-of support “fdr stude or institutions. The

. Sstate governments found themselves faced wi h_»dpidly mounting higher educa-

»

’
tion apptopriations and became increasingly interested in securing more in-
¢

. . -~
-

.o ‘. . . v °
forfiation abouts these appropriations--th purposes for which they were needed,

,

the "effici~ency" with which they were man3ged, #nd‘.the possib‘le'ei"fects of
reducrng requested agpfOpriations. This interdgt grew strongeT as enrollments
"1n stetevsupporteq colleges and’hniversities mounted more and more rapidly
+ during the11950's and 1960's. One result of this concern was the establish-

- ment in virtually every state of a state level‘*higher education planning and

coordinating agency. Another result was the adoption in many stﬁtes of some
* -

form of statewide budgetary analysis. The procedures adopted tended to vary

from ong state to another. "”T—_\\\c

-~
One of the best procedures was developed<;y John Dale Russell for the
New Mexico Board of Educational F1nance in the early 1950's. The procedure
drew heav11y upon the work Russell h1mse1f .had done as‘a member of the

* "Chicago school" in the early 1930'5. A detailed descri tion of this. T0-
,Lhicage L4 ( p p

? -

cedure was published in two d1fferent places, end‘the proceoure has had wide
‘/; ~ v

rnfluence. Russell and his assobiate, James I. Doi {epared a series of(

+

12 arficles for College and University Business maga21ne descr1b1ng this T

system ihese art1c1es appeared between September, 1955 and August, 1966

«

Subsequently Russell medified. th1s mater1a1 slightly for presentat1on at a
conferente the proceedlngs of which were publlshed in 1960 “by the Western
Interstafb-Comm1551on for Higher Edacation under the title College Self- = 1

¥ -

Study: Lectures on Inst1tut10na1 Resedrch (Rlchard G. Axt and Hall T. Sprague

“editors). Neither the.College and Un1ver51ty Business $eries nor the WICHE

Q

A
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. publication are &urrently available irom the publiahers,'but' they can be

]

located in many libraries or in the busimess officés dn many college and
N . T " - i
university campuses. . - ‘
X
Other states which have developed'procedures for budgetary analys1s or

-

i

formulag for estimating future budge tary needs {which usually-were based

» -
ar

upof a ‘rough analysis of cost patterns) in'cl'ude‘ California, Indiana, Okla-

. homa, Texas, Kentucky, Colorado, Florida, Utah, and Virginia. In recent s
. .

years é number of additional states hate moved in the same” direction.

) I -
.

The Ford Foundation through its Fund for,the Advancement of Educatioch

. N : PR . .
provided the stimulus for a series of interinstituytivnal cost studies which .
. - . o -’

no® only prcvide useful normative'information but also helped greatly in.

“the devevlopment of cost analys1s techniques Among these studies were the

two "60-callege studies" (A Study oft Indome and E)g)_endrtures 1n Sixty Colleges--

.” - '

Year 1953-54, and A Second Look at the Sixty College Study: Compar1son of »

*

. Fihancial Operating Data for 1957-58 with a Study of Income .and Expenditures
A - - . T ~ ~ ; ~

\in Sixty Eolleges--Year 1953-54); the "California-Big Ten Study," (Cal‘ifo‘rnia'
- €

and Western Conference Cost and Statisiical Study: 195¢-55); and Sidney G.

v . - A . B 4

(3 0 > &
Tickton's Needed: A Ten-Year College Budget, (New York, Fund for the Advance-

. - e

\ ment of Education, 1961). .

: ’ N — . . . . N
The two "60-college studies' provided normative information in great
. y . '

detail for small and stiedium-sized colléges. The California-.BigﬁTen report

o~ N .

did not 'repqlrt much detail but provided a good'discussion, with supporting

. illustra‘tive data, of a methodologi for cost analysis in large complex uni-<
versities.  TicKton's work dealu with the analy51s of curr1culum and expen-
ditures in small or medium-éized colleges as did the wr1t1ng of Beardsley .

Ruml and Donald 4. Morr1son (Memo to a College Trustee) Earl J. McGrath

. -

(Memo to a College Faculty Member), and of Hungate, Meeth, and 0'Connell
. . ] ‘

0 . . .. . -1266 . “’,' v kﬂ
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("The Quality and Cost of Liberal Arts College Programs A Study of Twenty-

Five Col 1gges " in Cooperat1ve Long-Range Planning In Liberal Arts Colleges,’

edited by Earl J. McGrath): . . .

.
\
s . . . :

The m.essage in this growing literature on budgetary ‘analysis, parti-

better decisions about the1r financial expenditures and can aupport better

educational programs if they will expand and 1ntegrate their efforts at

(l) long-range planning, (2) program analys:.s and (3) budgetary analys1s. .

~

»he recent emergence of~PPBS (Plannmg-Programmng -Budgeting Systems)

and its application tb higher educatlon institutiens is, in some respects,

simply a further extension of the trends-which have been‘noted above--trends

tow'ard increasingly sophisticated quantitative analysis and- toward more com-

plex%nterrelationships between ‘program analy5is and fiscal analysis. " The

° concepts: of PPBS first developed in the field of pub11c admlnlstratlon with .

particular applicability to large Federaliagenc1es with complex adm:mistra-
tive problems. The Department of Defense was the ma;or test1ng ground for
PPBS and “the technlque has been h1ghly success ful there. Th1s has led to

wide- spread 1nterest in it and to. proposals for its adoitlon throughout the

‘.

" Federal government and in state and loé“al governments as well. There 1s the

further suggestion that it be adopted in large universities where admlmstra-
tive problems are fully as complex as are those of many go;,ernmental agencies.

Such a proposal was made in 1966 by Harry Milliams in Plann1ng for Effective

Resource Allocation in Universities, published by the Ameritan Council on
Education.
Long-range planning is at the heart of the PPBS proposals., Analytical‘

-~

information of many kinds is brought to bear during the plann{ng process. i

The adoption of any form of PPBS will increase an 1nst1tutlon s need for ana-

-

1yt1cal stud:,es of all klnds--a matter of no small 1nterest to*1nst1tut1ona1
O
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) * Tec¢hniqlies Used ih Budget Analysis e
. \ . . .
- : ’ : |
.. . P . PR . s . "
Two basic technlqugs are utilized. in most cost analysis procedures-- g
- N 8 - 3 i e .
. - - 1
percentage ‘analysis “¥nd unit cost analysis. The fiTst involves computing -
’ . Te 4 ) N
the pert:entage which is expended for various éub-categories. The second
technique ‘involves computing a unit cost that relates the dollars expended
\ < . -« *
. to services received. These are discussed in greater detail below. ~
N N € ‘ i N ~ , ‘ ' [y
s . - - , ’ L .
- "Percentage Analysis" Technique \ . .
“ , ', The percentage analysis techn)'.t.que_ consists of computing the bercentage ,
M . L B . )
: of the total cost whjch is devoted to each of .the sub-items. The object is :
to find and understand the patterns of expenditures
a )2 of exp ‘dl and -the reasons, for
variation in these pattemns. . .
v « . e . ‘ 3 . '
) Two 'key generalizations about percentage analysis are: 1) the fact that \
v, v . .,

-

there is a pattern which *can be 'identified and 2) tﬂe fact that -there is .
4 ~ .

: ' wide varlatlon amdng 1nst1tut1’ons 1n the patterns which they dlsplay

Tabile 2, wh1ch is taken from the descrk,lptlons of 1nst1tut10na} f1nanc1a1

»

analysis by John Dale Rus§e11 and James I. Doi referred to earher, shows a

o pattéern for six institutions in which the average p'attem involve% almost
o T )

60% of €xpenditures going for instruction and approximately 17% for plant

operatiop and maintenanee, 16% for administration and general 5% for 11brar1es,

" and sma percent‘ages for exten51on ahd organlzed research These are the

N » . - >4

normatlve data agamst whith t}{e six institutions 1nd1v1dua11y cian be compared.,

~ - IO
It 1s 1mpoz'tant to note the wide vanatlon among the six 1nst1tu‘ytlons,
. . 5 t:‘ . -
|- however. Jhe percentage Qf expe d1tures which goes for instruction ‘f"‘anges o

- from 48% to almost 62%, The percentage for plant operation and maintenance

> - )

o0y N o, - 0 .

o ‘_g'énges'from 15% to over 30K, The percentage for administration and general

. ’

'ranges from 14% to over 22%. These figures clearly Andicate the two general-
. . ] .

' a izations just made--there is a pattern (instruction consistently gets thg
< S ’
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{ TABLE 2 . - N *
A “ . L4 . ) .‘ Y ’ v - -
+ - Percentage Distribution of Total Educational and Gener:ﬁ Expenditures for Each Function }\ ’
for Each of. Six State ¥nstitutions ‘of Higher Education~fo_r 1954-55, and - . . /
Avergge for All)Six Institutions Combined for Five-Year

2 e T "““FéﬁG‘d,"Iﬁcfua’iﬁgﬁ Budget for 1955-56 -
fa ‘ ’ -
: - L
. Full-Time Adminis- . ) Plant Opera-
. Equivalent _tration -- Organized ‘ tion and C .
Institution Enrollment § Gemeral Instrtiction Research Exténsion Libraries Maintenance ot
* . - - . * * N y °
- AN 3,727 14,6 61.0 1.6 2.4 5.5 4.9 .
! "B 1,702 ' 14.6 61.8 - - 0.2 ~ 0.0 5.3 p 18.1 ‘.
" .oone v 925 14.0 60,1 -—- 0.3 ’ 4.9 * 20.7
° "o . ] 464 21.8 50.4 --- 3.0 5.1 19.7 & §
. - "E" . 967 22.2 ¢ 54.4 . -—- 2.7 5.7~ 15.0 % -~
"p LA ¥/ 15.9 48.4 Y --- --- 4.3 * 31.4:~ -
. . J . . .. .
. s v 5 * ,;\; . »
Weighted average - . ) § “ ot :
for 195%4-55 * 15.9 59.0 0.8 1.7 | ~ 53 ~ 17.3 ,
- -4 .
- Five-year average 2 ”, . : .
for all insti- e’
tutions combined . . 15.7 '+ s8.9 0.8 1.6 5.3, 17.7 !
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ERI

.

(-]

. Reprinted from Celleg

¢

and University Business,

»
*

“

. v
1955-1956. Copyright McGraw-Hill Inc.' All rights

.o o
I 2 A i

- L}




& s
-largest percent, for example) wh11e at the same time there is tremendous

variation from one institutién té another. ‘

. -
»

What are the causes of this variation? The following factors stand °

[y - .,
out: ' » b )
y . .

1. Institutional size and complexity. Sméll institutions have rel-

)
atively high oveyead costs for such things as admmstratlon and |,

£

the upkeep.of the physical plar}t,tecause these costs tend to be®

fixed. , This reduces the percenta.g/e’s which cap go for other things. .
. Pl

i As an’institution grows larger these. fixed expénait,ures represent °
a sma,lier Toportion of the totdl. The percentage expended for
administration and ge;er@_declines and lax;g?; amounts are .made
\ ~ ! > :
e aviailable for other puxzpoées. Institutions whic}; are quite large

X o .
' agd complex normelly have high expendi{uree for organized researcht
" and ;‘or extension, wh'ich reduces th)e percentage spent for instruc-

. .

: tio Therefore, o'tl;er things being equal,, instrycfion will
K ) ) regeive the high(e.st pefcentaée of total expenditures in medium
. -sized institutions whi:h are large enouéh to be administrativelyﬂ
\ K .' efficient but Jwot large enough to have developéd maJor research

>
.

and extensmn act1v1t1es. g

. . ¢ -

Geographic location. The costs ai}'many things, such as utilities,

, labor, and police protection, vary'in accordance with the geo~ *
£ . 2
. - . . .
~ graphic location of the institution.. Heating costs, for example,,
. Ny g -

» .
¥ owill vary with climate and labor costs may differ markedly between
T - »

urban' and rural locations. A . :

~

3. Adéquaey of Resotirces. The adequacy of resources becomes an

v ., w

important factor in determining whether there is enoBgh money to

& properly fund the instructional program as well as the many fixed

-

kaﬁj O y .
. ‘- S 13120 ‘ o -
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’

. overhead, costs whi‘;:h are unavoidable. An institution wihl first =

ppy for those glings_which it/must buy and will th‘e‘n‘ put its mone):

. et into other things which it values. In general,-/a %oor inst:.i'tu‘tl'on
e ' " (flipancially) will be forced to spend a disproporticgnately_high "
\.\-‘ ﬂ“ " propg%tion of its resources> on administration and‘phy;‘icaljpl,an‘t o
’ \%‘ oS ﬂupkegp, whereas an institutii\on with more adequate- res;ﬁxrces will

s .

be able to put.a higﬁer proportion of its funds into instruction

. . ? v
. , and libraries. - . . B ¢

. - .

”. . 4?Q¢Me of institutional programs. The percentage distribution of ‘ ‘
\ - J ¢

- expendltures w111 be 1nf1uenced to a significant degree by the “

. “type* of pggeran offered by the institution. “The best exa:qpl‘e of =

, .
."Q s

.. ) * " <this is fqund in land grant universities that have major agr\lrg;- !

tural extension prograp.s These programs of off-campus agr1cu}r
s

~ . ° tural service consume a large enough proportlon ot total 1nst1tu- -t

N . ) [,

- tional expenditures ‘to make the percentage analysis show lower
- 1] -l

4
» . percentages for other activities. If the institution's percentage e

a , - .
-~ - ¢

analysis is re-computed| omitting the extensfon expenditures, the . - 2

-

. .

pattern may appronmate that of other 1nst1tut1ons. The presence- e

’ . or_ absence of a demonstratlon ;.chool for tea&ler‘trammg purposesl .

, \

. is another example of a maJor expenditure wh1ch.1nf1uences the D

., - [ .
-

. percentage showp for all other activities. ; ’ ¢ “

. - s 7
5. Matters of 'institutional choice. °A certain degree of variatfon'is

L

attributable simply to choices made by the 1nst1tut10n about such

; &

)
thmgs as the 1eve1 of adnun1strat1ve services, the relative

/ 2 - <«

efiphasis placed upon campus beautification, or the relative emphadis —

placéd upon library lopment. Some institutions choose to’ put

- o

a11 the money they p0551b1y can 1nto faculty salanes, other 1nst1- ’

. tutlons choo/se to prowde a 'T e among such thlngs as faculty
Q ¢ 2 ]‘-?“i . ) .
'ERIC - - et : ‘-
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« . " < *
' . - ¢
. . ‘ i B "~
. / . .
\ ‘ salary levels, library adequacy, campus beautifi'i:ati'on,,.and ad-
. '. ! ) ) A
LS ministration. v : . : » -

[ . . - ) . ‘ o." . . . . . .
emphasize the point made earlier, there®is wide variation in insti-
"

‘e

- tutj#fal expenditure patterns, but they' are variations on a theme. Une

needs tq understand both the basic pattern common to most institutions and

:
. . . i '
the types of variations most frequently encountered. T

-3

-

‘o - . ’ '- ‘v . . * . . . .
Normative information. Analysis consists of finding the, pattern in an

. . . 5 Lo, - . " \
.-institution's expenditures; normative 1nformat10n provides the s for

. meaningful interpretation. Ngrms can be derived from ‘a variety of sources.

v

There is a growing body of literat‘"ure-which makes available normative 1nfor-
s s

mation' frpm various groups of iInstitutions. ) ¢ :

~

. The best normative informat’:iﬁ?n for purposes of institutional decision-

LA

[ LRl .

making is information about expendituye patterns over a series of years

Q * . , .
within the institution itself. MHany of the difficulties encountered in com-

¢ .

s parisons with norms bas'ed upon other institutio'fls {such as noncompanability

. of programs “ér accountifig systems) are minimized when mfomation is avail-

" TR A

able ‘for the same institution over a period of yeafs. Unfortunately, cost
.. . . » P = s,

* - .
studies usually are not initiated until the pressure to-make use.of them is

. . -~ L. ) s
fairly great. This frequently precludes waiting for the actumulation of

v

-, information over a sustained period and forcés Jjnstitutions to analyae &nd

- o«
use data. from only a fe'w past.years instead. Until longitudinal records, can

» +

.

- e provide for at least five coﬂsecutive years of..;mformation, their full use-,

. fulnbss is not achieved “Year, to year changes generally are not dramatic”’

*Even whén they are, a genuine shift in the pat’Gerl'l of expenditures ‘cannot

. &
be ascertained with certamty.until severa}.é;years have passed. Over a. period
) " of four or five years however, trends can become quite clear.
b W . . .
*  Normative data drahfrom!rther 1nstitutio’ns--particularly ¢thér insti-

Sars,
~ >

Q tutions of similar Sizé “nd purpo‘se--cag&t?e extremely valuablg in providing

ERIC -
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‘an additional dimension:of int'erpretation. The nommative information becomes
markedly more useful if, in addition to the averages for certain types of

7 - .
institutions, the ranges of expenditures also are shown “to indicate the extent

. . »
of ‘variation from the norm. ‘ . s

< <

When an institution compares itself to such norms and finds that.its

. v

expenditure pattern deviates from the norm, it can then analyze its own

program to determine the likely Teasons- for the deviation. This provides a

basis for deciding whether the deviation is one which:the institution wants

¢

to continue, An institution may findp ﬁQr exampte, that it is spending a

.

higher propoftion of its money for library than is the norm in*Similar in-

'stitutaion's, but it may also be known that the library was neglected for many
14 -

. - -

- years, and that high expenditures simply reflect a rebuilding pr’c}gram. “In”

this case, the institution presumably would want to continue rebuilding

until its libraries became comparable with those in simila institutions,

At that poiMt the institution would be faced with a riew defision: whether &

) - . . 3 . ¥
to continue to build the 1iBrary in order to have one that\was better than
R

. 3

most, ‘or whether to settle for an average library and invest the extra funds

.

[ . .

in some other activity,
!

The "best" pattern of expendi turesusually is considered to be one in

‘
.

which a high percentage is spent in the "productive" functions such as

instruction and libraries. The conventional wisdom says that expenditures
- c. .
for supporting activities such as administration should be relatively low

in a well-managed inStitution. It should also be remembered, however, that
L) 5 ¢ ¢!
there exists an optimum level of Supporting~éxpenditures, beléw which an

.

¢ » . - . . ’ .
imbalance is wasteful™ “An example of this is neglect on regular maintenamce

of the physical plant so that monies can be spent for other punposesa. In
—Tiany iﬁ'stitu_t'rons-dé’ferned maintenance becomes a serious_problem which

. :
X ~
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necessitates heavy expenditures or even replﬁcement of buildyngs. Admin-

istrative.expenses also can fall below &n optimum level and result in damage

) »

to the insgitution through ineffegtive leadership and inefficient administra-

tion. . . .

’

Unit‘Cost Technique

The second basic technique of budget analysis is computation of thelpost
for each unit of service rendered. Unit cpsts can be computed for the insti-

. |
tution as a whole (cost for a full-time equivalent student) or they cam be
v .
>
computed for fﬁnctiongl categories of activity, such as instruction, adminis-

tration, and libraries. Unit costs serve a different purpose from percentage

. . -
analyses and the two forms of analysis taken together can be far more helpful

%

than either technique alone. -

e

The purpose of units costs is to facilitate comparisons of several types:

1. Comparisons between years.

I3 -

2. Comparisbns among institutions. ' ) \

+3. Comparisons among units within a single instituton or system of
institutions.

A few examples will make these uses clear. One might compare for a
™ ’
s ¢
k] . .
series of years in a single institution the costs of chemstry instruction

¢

per credit hour taught to see whether uni§ costs are changing.and if'so, the
néture of the change and the reasops for it. One might also compare %hfs?
co;Es between two or mgore ihstitutions ai one way of testing the "justifi-
ability" of-the curr;nt cost (care must be taken to recognize di fferences

in, types of programs ,, including qualitative differénces). And fipally one
» - ° -
might compare the costs of téaching chemistry wish the: costs of teaching

’

_within a single institutions but within a number
- ¢

w._not only the fact that a difference exists
N

P \ ¢’ . /41-\ ‘

other subjects, not

»
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in the cost of teaching various subjects but also the extent of the dif-

ference whether the difference is greater in one-institution than in another,

i

and if so, why.
& Ty
Three' crucial steps in determining unit costs are the folloe*pg

N

1. Selection of the ngger Cost Unit to Use.. This can be more diffi-
: [

-

cult ‘than it might be assumed. The unit must beeone which can be’

defined clearly and unambiguogfly, one for which cost figures can N

be identified and‘one which can be related to a clearly identifiable
N h ?

worﬁ}oad unit (see below). A compar;son of costs, for the operatlon
~
c A . and mal\tenance of the phys1cal plant expenses in two 1nst1tut10ns

mlght sou;\\plau51b1e until.one cons1de?§‘that the category actually

is such a conglomerate classification that the causes. of var1at1ons

N .

are not likely to be clear, A" much more meaningful measure would 3~

.

be the unit cost of hore precisely defined categories, such as the

. SN — .
- provision of pollce protection or the cost per square foot of .
custodial services, . , - .
- =~ X »
. . . Wg . . k8 .
2. The Selection of an Appropriate fork Unit to Use. Here agJ;n a .
N - 3
\\\\ good deal of care must be taken. The work unit selected must. o

> actually relate to the costs which are 1nvolved For many types
of ‘activities a wlrk load measure which involves students or student’
activity (such ‘as student enrcllmemt in particular clagses) would

. be appropriate, but for others, such as maintenance or custodial

<

services, another type, such as a square foot measurehent related .
- g ‘. . L4

to the total area of buildings would:be more appropriate. Certain

? library work loads are most apfropriately measured in terms of N
’ numbers of books handled> _ - ::) 7,
- . <7 8 . . .
* . B350 - 7
&) . o S - .
’ Y . .
ERIC | 125+
. »

- .
s . P
. -

b
"




) can 1nf1uence percentage analyses.

[ 4
liberal arts instruction are not affected by the presence or, absence of a

. may be too:low rathe’;;'\itjzn too high.

O
ERI
~

rd N - . = . .
.

3. EstabPishing the Proper Relati.onship~ Between Steps ‘1\'z;nd 2.

s . : : : '
i is an extension of the selection of the proper wogpk uhit discussed,

i

This |

@

~t

above. . Student credit hours>may relate rappropijhtely to a measure-
- € . *

ment of faculty work load or faculty product,iv' y, but student

credit hours do not bear a direct relat1onsh1p«to the workload "of .

»

adm1n15trat1ve offices or to the custé%;a{sen!nces
A
Unit costs are not susceptlble to the same klnds of d1s£or.t10ns wh1ch

(For examPle unit césts for on-campus

L ]

@

large agrlcultul’al extension prog&' but such a program inevitably influences

- -

«*

But unit costs are

l";

a chntage ana1y51s of 1nst1tut10na1 e-xpendltures ).

susceptlble % other kinds of dlstortlon A simple example is found in the

e
case of an 1nstruct10na1 department wh1ch is teaching to full capac1ty and_‘

-

is in need of add1t10na1 faculty. In the year Just. before uthe new faculty

member is added, the work load will‘be sunusually high (which is the juski- .

: .2 ’ N :
fi_(l:_atlon for adding the new facultX member) and therefore, the unit cost, for

producing each student credit hour in .tH@ department will be unusually low.

In the following year, when the saLary of the additional faculItY person is
4 . 3 4 - R A
added to departmental costs, the uriit cost for produting each student credit

hour will j‘ump It would be edsy to mlsmterpret thlS as a sign of .sudden ~
N

inefficiency. It is 1ns;t})ad simply one of the expected fluctua@ons in wnit

' AN
costs over time. A perqutiue cost analyst is aware of this type of fluc- .
. SETREETS . .

53 > -

tuation. ‘He alsq de@}'@—n sénsitiveness #to the possibility that some costs
. ! , N . N

. . b s : .
k . General Comménts on Patterns of Expenditure oL
’ : D - - . r .o .

~

- Certaigx categories of exper’ldlture in the\m1fom <«lassification of

——

. >3 -
accounts are much better def1ned than otheri A - '

3 6
. -~ R - R y ”/._; 4
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Instruction is fairly well defined except for the inclusion of "depart3~

mental research" which sometimes creates conquion especially in large

.

um1verSities where reésearch constitutes a matter of conSiderable interest

and ctﬁcern. Instruction typically constitutes about SOsAof total eduga-

tiorfal and general expenditures. This percentage tends to be lower ii‘rmall

\ .
inftitutions because of the inherent inefficiency of small operations and

°also lower in large compley tmiversities where public service,

research, and

eXtension activities constitute major program areas. The percent for instrucs

tion frequently is higher than 50% in hedium=size institutions which con-

~ '

centrate heavily on instruction, with 4 minimum of competing activities. .

3o

. .
Salaries constitute 75% to0.80% of the instructional category, and therefore

-any anélySis of instruction becomes. to a significant e ent ‘an analysis of
gni Y

)

.

-t

.

1

- ) - 127 1.37
i

. . -
faculty salaries. . .

.

”

Libraries age probably the most fully analyzed segment of-thé college

and university program because of the emphagis -1ibra¥ians themselves place

upon the analysis of this activity, Libraries typically take about 5% of

the’ institution's total education and general budget There is somewhat more

stability in this percentage than in the. -percentages for some of the other

functional actiVitiés. Of library. expendi tures approximately 60% goes for

L 4

salaries. ~ This often is surpriSing to people unfamiliar with librarysactiv-
e

) \

ities. It is easy to assume that thie major expense of library oﬁeration

would be-the purchase of bdb{s. Actually the cost of making books acceSsible

to users is greater--and this calls for personnel.

- " Other categories of expendityr “are less well defined.

. >

The categories

of general adminisfradon and_ general expense probably have’ caused the

.

greatest amount ,5f Touble, - The names used for these categories imply that

they represent thé cost of administrative overhead in the institution.‘

Rightly or wrongly, Amer1cans=tend to believe thq& administrative overhead

.

.

L

A

-
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. ’ i

is analogous to waste and should be held to a minimum. In fact, however,

—

maf%r items of expense which, do not constitute administrative overhead are

inclucded in these categories ang this has inflated the apparent administra-

.

tive costs- and caused in;titutions to be subjected to unwarrantéd criticisms.
The category of general expense is the special culprit in this casg. Only

one of the three sub-categories within general expense, general institutional
- ~ .\

expénsQC, actually consists of administrative,expenses proper. The sub-

category of student services is generally recognized as an important service

1
activity paralleling instructional services and 'quite unrelated to general

-

. . . . > . - . el .
administrative overhead. The separation of student services into an inde-

pendent category would reduce confusion and seems advisable. The syb-

. .
. -
v

category of staff benefits consists of items which in modern-day America

M .

Qonstitute an expeéteq form of salary (euphemistically cailed fringe benefits).
- v N .

< It was an administrative cohvgn‘ to lump these into a single budgetary
. g

- A .
AN
but now that most institutions are large

.,

. R R . %
item when institutions were sn}

v

enough for staff benefits to constitute assubstantigl amount of money, it
': .y . t, '

is desirable to allocate these expenses to departments and offices in the

.

"same way that salaries are allocated. Unless thi§x{§ done, the true cost
«  of the deé%rtmemtal operation “is not shown, ahd inflated administrative cost
appears to-exist. ) . '

o . N .

Organized activities related to instruction offer a number of problems.

in fimancial analysis because many of the activities arge in part related to

instructional aetivities (such as a farm which is used in connection” with

> . J T

. an,agriEuLture program or intercollegiate atheletics which are used in pre-
l - PO .

i %

paring physical education majors for coaching) but are in part used in, pur-
e {
- - poses ( the farm also may provide milk for the .dining hall and the inter- ;3
c&T}egiate athletics program provides entertainment and a public relations

\ vehicle). In some cases these activities afg_incofrectly classified ho ‘\\\\\ .
(. . o .

e - s




matter which category one chooses. Russell and Doi have suggested that this
N A

category should be removed from educational and general expenses altogether

aﬁﬁ should constitute a fourth category under the current fund (élong with.

4

educationgl and general, student aid, ‘and auxiliary enterprises) . *

. - Operation and maintenance of physical plant is a conglomeration of varied

activities which can be understood and.analfzed only if they are{broken down

Al

into their component sub-categories.

Oxganized research, and extension and public service are the two func-

tional areas which vary the most from-one institution to another. Large

T , c
complex universities tend to have a great deal of-one or both of these activ-

ities, whereas most colleges have little ormnone of eithér. Any compari¥on
) - ~ N Ny ’ B <
between an institution which does have these activities and another institti-

v

] . -
tion which does hot have them must take thig programmatic difference intd

" account since it will influence the percentage distribirtion of expenditures

. .

)

for the total institution.’.
. 4

The Role of Instifutiona; Research in Budgeting
™ < & R R
Like many“functions of an institutional research office, its responsi-

_bilities in the f1e1d of f&nanclal aﬁ§1y51s .and budget1ng_a:g\§ggred with

~
. -

’ other university offices. Furthermore, the role played by the institutional
L4 ~ -

research office in some respects_is a secondary or supportive role. This
suppostive, relatlonshlp is not un11ke the 1nst1tut10nal research réle 1n

- co?nectlon with faculty' studies (where operatlng responsibility 11es with a

department head or “a dean) and admissions studle.r(where operating respon-

«

sibility 11es with a registrar or.an office of admlsslons i o

-

_. *John Dale Rugsell and James I. Doi, "Anaf§51s of Inst1tut1onal Expen-r
ditures,” Cbllege and University Busihes§”—527 tober, 1955, p. 27.
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Budgetary decision-making is the responsibil{ty of the president,

i

the

chief academic officer, and the chiefepusineés officer, acting with the

The ?udgetary role of the

.

assistance of others within the, institution.

institutional research office lies in the collection and/or-analys?s of

&

relevant information and the conduct of special ‘studies whith will assist

3

-1n budgetary decision- mak1ng. Since the buaget office also initiates studies

of its own, a'questlon can ‘arise as to'the approprlate divisien of respon-’

°

51b211t;es between the budgex,%fflce and the 1nst1tut10na1 research office.

In some institutions_ this could ea51ly'degenerate into a jurisdictional

dispute. Such a disputg can be avoided if institutional research is con-

. . - R 4
,ceived of as a "field"-of activity inwhich maﬁy’yn;versity offices may .be

3 “

. . . - .. . * 4. k3 =
engaged simultaneously. In an institution which is receptive to the use of
& Ky L4

" research findings in decision-making, ,the number of needed studies will surpass

>’

« the capabilities of any singie office., Institutional research offices, there-

fore have nothing to fear from the fact that oper&tlng offices are also

‘. ‘e . P

conductimhg studies--they should welcome such studies and goordinate them with

. I3 . ! . . * . . *
the work of the institutional research offige itself so as to permit maximum

utilization of the information developed:
L .

Py

°

©
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APPENDIX A L

. Cléssifiqation of Institutional "Funds"
v 1 |

. ’ ~
1. Eurrent funds. Current funds are those funds available for
. general operating purposes. : Current fund expenditures,
especially those from the current fund subcategory called
"Educational and General," constitute, the expenditures which
are usually the principal swbject for fiscal analysis and v
budgetary decision-making. T '
@ Y
2. Loan funds. As the name implies, loan finds include monies
- which are loanable te student, faculty, angd staff.
- ) /

3. Endowment and other'nonLexpendable funds. As the name implies,

this includes the institution's endowment, plus other monies
which for any reason are non-expendable at the current time.

PN Earnings from et_xdowments are expendable, of course, but must
be transferred into one of the other funds before they are ,
- actually utilized., .

e - i

4. .Annuity funds. Annuity funds are those monies acquired by

- -

. the institution subject to an annuity or living trust agreement,

Upon completion of the annuity or living trust agreement, the
remaining funds will become availMable to the institution For
use according to the stipulation in the original, agreement.,

r

* 5, Plant funds. Plant funds are those monies intended for or i

AY

actually expended for the acquisition of property or buildings

for institutiondl use. , . /

6. Agency funds. °‘Agency funds are monies which do ngt bélong to
tEe institution, but are held in custody for groups such as -
camfs, orgdnizations, At most institutions there are a large

0y

N "number of agency accounts, many of them small. The institution
. . acts as 'banker'. for the campus-rel organizations and
. agencies to whom these funds belong.

¥ [N
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, . | APPENDIX B,

L Classificatiod of Educational and General Expenditure; .
. 0y Y . > . e

. <. ,General administration. This ingludes expenditures for the . .
. coffices of administration such as the governing board, 'president,'
.. . Vvice-president, business office.

2. General expense. This category is fuxﬁgr sub-divided into ‘
- three major sub-categories: (1) student services (offices and
. . activities such as the registrar, student health service,
.o guidance program); (2) staff benefits (group insurance, retire-
~ment contract prepiums, social security, unless these are . ' .
* allocated to the departments and offices within the institution);
+ and (3) general institutignal expense (such offices and activities *
\ as the alupni office, pubKication of catalogs and bulletins,
- institution-wide convocatiofhs, institutional memberships). -

In large and medium size institutions, the amount of money.which
falls in “the general expense category can become guite large.
Since thé category~really’is a.catch-all for a diversified ! .
group of expenditWres, it, often is di}'fi'qp}t to explain why the )
. institution’s expenditures should be so large for.a category
. which 'sounds so vague. A modificatfon of the generally accepted
classification of accounts to separg®e student services into 2 .
’ separately identified category.appears desirable, as does the -
o " allocation of staff benefits to the offices and departments .
) throughout th institutien which_directly benefit from the
.- services of  the- individuals Yeceiving these benefits.

1 ~ *
’ 3. Instructjon ;:d Departmental Research. This catgdgoTy constitutes
- the heart of the institution's instructional program. It is
LN N sub-divided‘iﬁn.gpcthe 'separate instructional units (schools and
colleges within a large university} or’departments within colleges)
then further sub-divided to show a breakdown of expendi tures
. . :Tt%:i\édepartments.“f In addition to faculty'salaries, it includes, . .
. expenses directly a¥sociated with the instructional programs, such
‘ as clerical assistance and supplies and equipment used in academic*
. I depéirtrpgnts. . . . .

"Departmental research” is a term which confuses petple who are y
unfamiliar with collegiate budgeting. Departmental research is
any academic research that is carried on by hembers of the -
. ~. teaching fa%ul;ty without any separate funding for the research
. project itselfi’ It frequently is assgrted that a certain amount ) .
of scholdrly or research activity is expected of most faculty . .
o -7 members. The inclusion of departmentgl research in the instgpe- RN
' tional cdtegory constitutes a budgetary recognition of this
. T \expectation. T ’ ’ . . ve

< .
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4. Organized activities relating to educational departments. .

This category is intended tq include activities such as

. demonstration schools and farms, that_are operated by the inski-

. tution as*an_adjunct to the-ed tional.program of the insti-

© tution. In so far as these actiViies are operated for purposes &
not directly related to educational departments, they should be 7
listed under auxiliary enterprises. Often the distinction is
hard to make. A'farm may be operated for several purposes--as
a laboratory for agricultural instruction and also to provide
food for the dining halls. Intercollegiate athletics may be s
operated.in part,as an adjunct to physical education instruction
and in part'as a sewlg-sup grting activity for the entertainment
of studef§ts and the fenera public.- When,the total amounts of
money in§olved are significant, as frequently is the <abe in
intercollggiate athletics, the choice between classifying the

. activity as, "'related to instruction" Qr as an auxiliary;%entef'prise
can significantly affect the distributiea of institutional funds
among "educational" and other types of expenditures.

5. (Qrganized research. . Research units an Tojedts which are
separgtely organized and funded, sug”as sagricultural ~experiment

* _ stations, engineering experiment stAtions, and separately, funded-
rgsearch projects fall into, this category:' '

.

[ > ’ "
6. Extension and public service. Separately organized‘and funded
-. exténsion and public service activities appeaz. here. o
. A ) [
7. Libraries. In addition to the main library, any subsidiary
libraries which are separately organized should be included in
+  'this’ category. N )

€
.

"8, Operation and m'aintenanc;e of the phyéical plant, Expenées

associated with the operation of the building and grounds and ’

théir mainten(ance are included here. This includes utilities.
»

N
.

\
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FUTURE ENROLLMENTS AND PLANNING .
\ ‘ ' v
4
3

L. Joseph Lins
Wisconsin Coordinating. Commitgge for Higher Educatjon * S |

’ 4 ’

Making enrollment projections for any imstitution is not a simple as- -
signment. . As much care must be exercised in their preparation as is true
of any research. The problem, as well as its basic assumptions or postu-

lates, should be stated and defined. A hypothesis or h'ypot.hes'es, after

. reing formulateg, “should be evaluated in terms of agreement or lack of

L,
S . .

agreement with observed fact$, and should be tested for logical consistency.

-

After testing, each hypothesis is restated and retested. - Objectivity is

. s

the k;aynote. ‘ . S

-~ .
. . "I believe that no college can use the presently available national pro-

7 jections of enrqllment and/or college-age population datfér the*best source

of. information on which to base its estimates of future dollege enrollment.

[ . -

., The natfional data have b%e;l correct in indicating that, collectively, higher
. ' v Pl
educational inst;itixtions can exPeét substanti'al increases in enrodlment.

It 1s q't‘.\eétionable, howevery that those pro;ectionfs cap be interpreted e'veﬁ
nationally in terms of how xfluch, the 'Krlcrease will lb.e. It is” doubtful Fhat

state or institutional estimates will be as accurate when based apon national

. . projections-as when based upon conditions prevailing at the sta{e or insti-
. . 5 2
,tutional level. o, . e
. 3 . - ~ .
. ' All factors related to the enrollment of a particular institution must
: v i .
i " ’ . ‘. ;
be considered. Those factors mugt be analyzed and, as far as’ possiblas con-
< TR ¢ ) N \)I'
@ “rolled in order to do the best job of forecasting. It is often- assumed in
ERIC © - 144 S
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’

.national projections, for example, that the lmdergraduate‘college-age pool
A

-

- ~

¥

consists of individuals who are 18'through 21 years ofoage. Generally it

%
is 'true that a greater proport1on of college unde‘rgraduates are in ‘this age |

ran'ge than in any other four-year age ‘range. "It is questionable, however,

. ~

that the enrollment in any undergraduat‘e college or collection’ of colleges

consists of an equal proportion of the youth ‘at each of the ages 18 through

b ..

21,

> -

"It is evident that education beyond high school encompasses*a much wider
age range than thie- four-year span 'immediately following high schoobgrad-

uation. The soc1o economlc change followfng World War II changed the pattern

of college attendance. Médny persons older than the traditional college age

L)

group are entering college for the first time or are returning to college
. * . 3

for further education in order to cg;mpete in business, sciencé, and industry.

-

There has been an.increasing emphasis upon post-bacCalaureate education to

’ ~~, I N
meet the -demands for better prepared persons in research positions and
specialized occupations. . )

. ¥ =~ . N . 2,
A second major problem in national projections of enrollment s been

&

' madequate def1n1tzons of a student. Def1n1t10ns of enrollment and concep-

tions of what is requested on an enrollment questionnaire have changed““Not
all 1nst1tut1ons:3 are u51ng a un1form definition in reporting. Projectiéns
made from incomplete and unreliable basic statistics are subject to the

inadequacies_ and limitations of those statistics. All toe frequently there

.Has been no distinction made between on-campus and extension center or branch

campus students between full-time and part-time students %etween day and
7‘ 7 -

late-hour_students, or between regular class and corrgspondence students.

.

A, th1rd difficulty in national pro_1ec£1ons is that the system for »,
% .

mak1ng the natTonal pro;ect1ons is frequently applied to the states within

. .

the nation. The m1grat1on of potent1al or actual students is not umfom

135145 -




from state to state, nor are the population survival rates the same fot all

’ .
e

states. ) . N . . N

. p . . * s d . .
) The enrollment projection must be campus based since it will be depén-
. > :

e
IS .

- dent upon the aims and purposes of the campus, the long-rarige goals of the
. . . g §

¢ pus, the ability of the campus to attract students from a pool of.poten-

[y

tial college-going individuals, and the ability of the campus to hold those [

\ :
students until the completion of the academiq sequence. Projections shéuld

+ * be m’ade likewise for the entire s?ate: (1) 55~a check aga'inst tne individual 4 .
college an& university projectionsfsince the, sum of the projections of‘tl:e |
individual 1nst1tut10ns should reflect the potent1a1 for the’ ent1re‘state--
belng neither 1arger nor smaller, (2) in order that "total e;;ucatlonal plannlng

1 ’

for the state can be carfied on realistically--this may result in, or be "? “

~

.

pred1<@ted upon, total master planning. - e

P >

@
’

The pro;ect10n, as I indicated, must be ‘based upon the best data avall-
able fog"and the best knowledge possible of future planning. Educatlonal

policy does not remain static, nor should it? l’Siome of the areas for which '
. . °4 -

’
v

policy decisions a)re, needed prior to the institution making-intelljgent en- ,
. % k4 4 s
. rallment proaectlgﬁds/are. . o SR A
N e " ; ‘5 N \) ‘ ’ ; ~

. zﬂWi'lh'tﬁe institution ¥imit its enrollment ~or 1s it committed to .

- .

-
% .

accep }llga.nghngl‘ual%gho méet certain genﬁ-al reqy quirements? Will there

. v v,
nts?’ i . b . i .
: a ;@5 .- “ \

j"e 2 pl“an to, change &the "mix" of studen‘ts

4P

" be changﬂ»ﬁpgadmss 16ns regu

>
- ﬁ&there Be¥or i’g t
by class level? Will the 1n§t' .1‘@‘, for ex‘ampk 0%0 greater deg)ee than -

previously, ’centrate on attract@ a hlgh'er 5 Rprzlbh of graduat& students?

3, Will there be an_ effort th gr‘iatiy %ncre the proportlon of the«

{ .
1nst1tut10na1 effort devoted to research a&rutlés" . S -

ot -

4. will new programs dlsc1p11neSq or fi%lds of study be aaﬂ'ed or

8 . ‘
abandoned_over the forecast period?I 48&‘ L -‘. Yae | c

. . W .
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3 S. l‘Will there be changes in the geographic area from r}}igh students , -
° e . L 4, . . 1

come? Will students who are non-residenI,s of the state be accépted to a

Wt

Teater’or lesser degree than in the past? .Can tchanges in .the types and -
g g .ne p g P

numbers of institutions in the state.and their influence on the enrollment

in the particular institution be forecast?_ Can one detect tendencies’ for -
X

tolleges W1th1n the patx\‘onage area; or in other sta\es toJrgstrict. enroll- )

* . ' -

ments? . : , t
. ‘ A

. N ¢
6. ¥can changes in the economic structure of the patrongge area be

.

~ anticipated? . :

~ e
. .
» . 3 . . -
¢

7. 1s\there evidence that an increasing proportion of youth.will be °

» .
graduated from high schdol and that an increasing or decreasmg proportion s

) -~ ,
of high school graduates will seek to attend the particular ipstitution? *

Will a higher p:roportion “of students continue for post-baccalaureate. or

pest-doctoral work? . , 0

P

. 8. Will suff1c1ent housing be available for the numbep of students

who might desu-e to attend the institution? ,Is#fHe anticipated bu:.lding

y

. program adequate to provide the necessary instructional facilities? .
i s

. 9. It is possible to secure sufficient qualified staff members? * “

. , . ¢

.Thtse are only a'few ofs the questions which the person making .anaen.roll-

- N . s
— ment forecast should attempt to answer prior to making the forecast., If

definite answers are not'possitzle, a framework of logical assumptions should

.

“be set up using the best data available, : ;
- ¢ - . i R 2z
One . notes from these questions that t'h%apro;;ection of enrollments is_

not merely a statistical problem. All too frequently, enrollment’ pro;ections

are made by persons not knowledgeable about "higher education i.n its broa -

scope, In enrollment projection, «the statistical study of past enrollment
A

N\ it récords mu_st be supflemented by\l!h wledge which ma°y be quite non-statistical
N\
|

| . v
.

in nature. ‘Futur college enrollments are depefident upon comlﬂex factors y

. 14




* . which are difficult to anglyze or on which data are not readily ava1labl

~__ . < . A . N ...w‘
.S%me factors of this‘s type wh1ch affect the size of college enrollments are

changes in economix and international situations, provision.of education

? benefits and/or Than and scholgrship programs, uﬁ’;sual migrat;on, changes
Y -\

in mortality rates, and Selective Service drafts and deferments. 7,

\ .
Persons mak1ng enrollment projections cannot be aware of the future
opzratmn ofval? factors, consequently some error in pro;ect1on might be

expected. It is a cont1nuous\x:espons1b1'11ty .to make and revise enrollment.,

projections, . ) - . ’ K

.

You will note that I speak of projections or forecasts rather than -

predictions. The projection represengs a normal or mean ttend duri‘he‘

period of_pro;ectmn and is based- upon spec1f1ed assumpt1ons For any gi\}‘en

. .- year within the forecast permd‘J) 1t can bl expec,ted that the actual enroll- N
- méht may~ £all above or, below the projected tren\(’lﬁh‘ne‘ r‘d};;\;:;er, 1f the p?é— e
o .
) jection is a ~good lg:{g»ran_’g‘éi&xgjection,. the total’ positive errors shoulo ~
be a.l;out the Same as the total”n'eéa‘tive errors aboyt the ‘trend line. In .
X making projections, and d;pendlng uoon theL usesS /o whith those projettions
are to be put, .it may be well to try to antic:lpate the- variations through
) . pmjectiné*fa high, fmed1um, and Yow enrollment number for each point (year) ., .
for which a forecast is made; these :n'ill dsually result from varled assump- 1
tipns. = . ‘ ‘ : ) S .
I would like to distinguish also.between poterﬁ:igl and estimated enroll-
. . . .

ment. ‘Potent1al enrollment is used in long-range plannmg to 1nd1cate the ,
) number of college students which the 1nst1tut1on m1ght attract from -the total
] persons expectéd to de51rt{ a college education in a geégraphrc area. Estimated -
.- enrollment is used 1n sl'lort-range 1ns,truct10nal- and budget planning and 1s .
“ .
‘ .dependent gpén factors s:ch a: tie _faci‘lities and staff currently available-

. 20

- .
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o J ' . . -

or expected to be realized dur1ng the forecast period and the size of the .

current student body by class. s . -

s 1 have ind;cated -that the. forecast is based upon a well thought-out

' N - 0

i on R 2N L. : .
formulation of assumptions. Unless this 1s true; the forecast-may be mere
4 guesswork or speculation. A large amount of reliable, detailed, and relevant

data upon which to base the assumptlong is essdntial. Good forecasts will

, . —~—
ca11 for logically. 1ntegrated analytICal ‘techniques. =

~ -

N
Thorough con51derat10n should be given to, the purpose of the forecast

prior to coflecting data and formulating assumptions.
- . . . ~o
If the purpose of the fofecast is to determine future instructional

*

- <« N € -
staff needs, there should be a clear definition of faculty effort (sometimes -

calle@ work 1o0ad) and a knowledge not only of the mean number of credits per
- )' Y )
student but also of ths relative sizes of classes. Facts should be avail-

-

able on the number and distribution of credits carried by ful}-_bime and

part- t1me students as well ds the time of.'day students des1re and can attend

classes. It may be necessary to define students 4nd faculty in terms of
Qull-.tme equlva‘xfts SN S | !

" As I mentioned, the person making the enrollment projections must be
s - » < 3

F .
~ aware of the purposes and plans of the institution forewhich the projection -

/i's made. He ' therefore shoulﬁ be informed of administfative decisions as

> &. — PN v
those decisions are being made. Those decisions are Telated to the conditions

- . v . /. .
ovePwhich the 1nst1tut1on has control. ™ A college, for example, can control

the size of 1ts student t/dy through an arb1trary ceiling on admissions,
through 1ncreased tuition and/or sfees, through highet admission and academic-

\B\tandards through adjusting the proportion of in- state to out-of-state stu-_
s dents admitted, through changes in- acadeuuc offerings, etc.

e G

There are, however, conditions over which the college has little 'or no

v «
l

-

control, Among those conditions are popu;ation changes and shifts in population,

_— L ' 139145')'_ ' o
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.

O

“to the education of the parents than it is to the wealth of the families.

ERIC

. . . . - : -~ . .
military crises, economic change, and modifications of the social structure.
. +

If, for example,.there is a sudden shift toward higher educational redhire-
~, . - '
mefits in the labor force or if employers give increasing’ priority to job .

¢ * . . 3 o

[T . f s o
applicants with a college education, the potential demand for college educa-

<

tion will be increased. v . N . -~ .

2, -

A sudden upward shift in a state's economy'usually tesplts in more s

»

college appl1cants. or the other hand, numerbus institutions have found

that during the first years of a recession Q$ depress1on there is a t\\dEHEy

e v, « ‘!
for more students to seek college admisSion; if the depression continues, \\\\\\\

. . _ \\\<
it can be expected that there will be a downward shift in college attendance ~ 7

\

unless scholarsh1p and loan programs prov1de Ebe fhnds not otherw1se avail-

able. Several regent studtks _have indicated that the proport1on of acar
7’
demically qualified students who will attend callege is more,closely related

» -

Thus 1f within the area from which the students .are drawn, .there afe 1ndus-
. : R gl O . ’

tr1a1 changes wh1ch cause a shift %n the amount of education of the labor :
-;1§\‘ 'Y B " .

force, 1t7can be txpected that there W1ll be a change in the proport1on of ’/7

high school graduates ‘who will atteﬁ6 college. A ‘

I can hardly pass without sayihg a few words about the effect on QEnior >

.

colleges of the increase im the number and enrollments of junior colléges. %

»

Kelsey (1967), in-a report to the ASSOC1at1on for Higher Educat1on on March’ 6,

1967, stressed the -fact that "Nearly one freshman in three is beg1nn1§§'ﬁls
- v s o

college work, in a junior college. . . In the period 1960-63, enrollmentg6

‘.
.

in.junior colleges increased at a rate nearly twice that of four-yéar insti-

tutions." There also is a chang1ng m1ss1on, in some states, of the vocat1onal-
technical institutions in their becoming a parg of the system of academic -

L / : .
- - Ay

highér‘education.' . l.r‘ . ‘
. o 100 . :

R

» 140




“it possible financially to try themselves out in collegiate work and (2) a

changes is important in projections of staff needs and facilities. Ihe pro-
i ¢ [ : ’

L 4

- -
« v
. - ' G
- '

. Two effécts of the increase in Junior colleges are (1) an 1ncrea51ng

-

number of youths enrolled in collegiate program, because when a campus is

set up in an area some persons who otherwise would not attend college find

' , w7
changg in the senior colleges to higher proportions of upper-class students.

The latter change does affect the average quality of staff needed_and the

composition of instructional space at the senior college. Knowledge of those

-~

v
»

jections of course sequences and content also are affected by those changes,

as well as by another important fact that students coming to college are’ N

better prepared with each generation; therefore the college curricula need

” - i e PN \.
to be upgraded . . . \C

3 .

Private 1nst1tutions as well as public 1nsj1tua&ons hag;:;p take-into *
- :

. L

""’ﬂw .
account, “in proJections, the state and federal, funds available for scholar-

-
Al ~ |

ships, loans,”and facilities. v e

“ We conceive the mission of an institution, to be teaching, research, and .
&

“service. For most gnstitutions, ‘the student 4is :he most impoftant product.

’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, ago. $ ven though it can, be expected that the college population w1ll inciease

*
B

We have a respon51b111ty to see that he is educated to the maximum of hlS

ability and that his preparation is directed tb his being most productivé {

in the locai, state), na}ional, and international effort. Collectively insti-

-~ ’

tutiong have a responsibility to see that all‘individuals have-an opportunity

for the best preparation for life. r . .

H 1 -

There are approx1mately six 'million studenfs enrolled in degree crepit - .

Un1ted'8tates colleges—-about 1.2 million more than were enrollgd five years
-

e

N

ot

at afdecrea51ng rate in ;he immediate future, we can reasonably expect that

- .

in th% next five years enrollments will rise Ex about 1.5 million students.

' -

oL 150 ¢
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Not all colleges have prepared for increasing enrollments. This may
have been by ;h{:ice by lack of foreSight or by poor projections. If
through lack of foresight ér poor prOJect1ons this certainly. represents

poor, research on the potential for students, for, according to the National
- -
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (1967), there are

a number, of state univerSities (mostly i in the East) which expéct to turn

. As reported by tlie\N:mrUn—all/Association of State Universities and,Land-Grant
-

* numbers of expected non admittees per institution are: University of

away qualified in-state students this fall; the numbers are as follows:

University of Connecticut (400), Georgia Institute of Technology (100),
‘ 7

University of Georgia (450), University of Illinois (502), University of

) Maine (200), Un'iverSity of Massaq,hus%s (4,000), Univers1ty of Missouri °

(1,210), Rutgers University (3, 150), Pennsylvania State Univers1ty (2,250),

3
)

and Virginia Polytechnic Institute (1,100). - .

~ ~.

Thé ures present only part of the problem for as the result of

N N ~

-/——/ - L3 3 » . ’
some states not prepdring adequately for enrollments, institutions 4n other

states are turning dway large numbers of qualified non-resident students.

. .

4

of the 99 State Univers-ities and Land-Grant colleges~

’

aivay out-of-state applicants this year. Sope of the largest

o,

° 4.
L]
-
¢
N
o
Colleges (1987
L 4
expect to t
<

EMC

e T

Colorado (5, 000) Univers1ty of Connecticut [2 500), Univers1ty of De'dare

(2,000}, i’urdue U}niverSity (1,500), UniverSity of Kansas (600), University °

°

of Maine (700),-tniversity of Massachusettg (1, 000) Michigan State Univer- \

sity (1,000), Univers1ty of Michigan (24500}, Univers1ty of New Hampshire

' [2
(1, 300), Rutgers University (850), chio University (850) Pennsylan;,a State }

4

b33
s

UniverSity 2, 250), University of Vermont (,2 200), and University of Wis-

’
3

consin (650) Light institutipns all of them east of the Mississippi’ River, 4
o ' N
received at least six out- of-state applications for every out-of-state !

freshman they plan to admit.-’ 152

-
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' It has been said that students make up the college. At least they are -

-
. ~4

its most important product. For some colleges students are the only or
& v
nearly the only product since l1ttle attention is devoted to research and

service.

We need to know the characteristics of students and cifiges in the

) types of students--their intellectual -capacity. thei—r-edueat—ional,——aspi*ra -

~N

tions, and the soc1o -economic status of"the families from which they come. T

; Since students are an 1mportant product, smée the total aim of the -

.
\- .

institution must be kept in mind, in pro;jections. and sirice the projections <

s “

. are deve-koped for functional purposes, it may be well at this point to + - o

i §1 ze br1efly some of the purposes of data, gather:.ng and pro:jectlons. N
}’ '
1. Is the institution serving the stl?dents it should be serving? Are : \
. . 3 . o
sgudents from impacted areas being given ad‘equate educational opportunities? v

hd N

L. L4
One function theh, is to determine the needs f?r financial aids--loans

i

) scholarships, and work programs--a'nd the needséfor student "services.
aathsdibebmanbnir,

i 2. What are the needs for facilities? will departments choose to

‘

. .

3 rqstru:t enrollments" Will the 'student "nuz(" and teaching, research, and

N service functions’ change? In planning, one musé develop _space gu1de11nea 1
and, keep the.guidelines current. The pro;ectionjs ser\fe as a base\ for deter- | -
i - ’ “ -
misring the size of classes;+size o_f_classrooms; .lthe number of labomtorif ) !
versus the numbe:'of classrooms; the size and i}:):pes of, offices; the amount
otl' space¢ for ‘libraries; research, archive and e?uipment storage, inactive
areas (such s space being remodeled), bmldm\gs and émmd; service, stu- E " "

i

. dént serv1ce' campus h0§p1tal and health gymnaswn and f1eldho\use audi- v,
tomums ‘theaters, museums, and lahoratory schodls. - Some .typés of space are )

A T
related qu1te directly to the‘number of«student‘. Hedd count enrollment ’ )
pro;ectmns are necessaxy in determ1n1ng Space, Such as parking facilities,

: ¥ ! .
[l{llC < 153 Bo
P ! - + "
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dining\ faciliti,es,' student service space, gymnasium and field house seating,"
< »

and residential facilities. . . Py '

- ) N, - . . v ¢

3. A third area is that of budget planning. Here it goes Without saying

¢ ‘ "
that there must be projections or, in the case of the annual or biennial %
. budget%stlmates of enrollment by department, by level of student, by sex,
oo by full-T#e equivalent students, and. by credit hours.
4. This leads us, then, to a fourth purpose of .proJectlons and esti-
mates—--that of determining ‘the size, quahty, and differential' abilitles
X e . [ N S ))'%'
. of the staff - . .. . - . :

( Needless to say all of these prOJectwn areas are dependent one on the
‘Y ®
other.i The best ;nformatlon should be avalIabls on all factors about which

i . L e ¥

~-knowlgdge can be available. S

v

N
. - -
% ’ s -

3

Sources of Information Relative to Population "and College ‘Enrellments

- .
N - . .

There are pumerous sources of information relative to pgpulation and .
* . . 7
;

college enrollments. Before any of these sources are usgd, it is esgential ‘
to'di§cover whether the available information is ai)plicqb}e to the ‘c?l}lege

or collection-of colleges for which enrollment projections are desifed.i

3 ) . ;
Some jsources of population afid enrollment data are:

a
2

.2, National and state educati

coorﬁinatmg compi ttees for higher

1: Bureau df the Census, U. S.

°

N "~

Department of Commerce, Washington D.C.

onal assoc1at10ns, reg10na1 boards and

e

education.* The orgamzatlon of state :

~ ¥

- agerrcles arid the infermation ava11ab1e may vary: from state to étate. ©
< 23, Pjulanthmplc foundations. . : . i
. . s e * i, 9
{4. Insurance companies. Particularly useful may be the mortality or 3
] . Ve - -

surv{lval tables .

- . § N . . )
N A 154
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1
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¢ e !

5. .The U. S. Offace of lducatlon‘ Depargment of Hea.lth Lducatlon and

b4
* h‘elfare Wash{ngton, D. C It should be kept 1n mind that these enrol'lment
data presumabl? include all students or all students taking work creditable’
toward a degree; consequently, the enrollment data may be more inclusi\{e

> . than 1s desired for-a particular projection, .ot

6. Sohe states have an agency which collects enrollment data from all®

. . . \e
colleges within the state; quite frequently this is done y a representative

. of the regional asséciation of the Américan Associatiom of Collegiate Reg-°
AR vt - . v .
istrars and Admissions Officers. y

¢ ) ‘

( 7. State and national departments of public heaith (vital Statistics).-

. v - . .
. 8. Tl'le office of)the Register of Deeds of the various counties—-birth

i ) .
i‘\e. L€ P ot s .

cor .
b ’ )

, -

: . § ' . . ;
R ‘9, arious instltution‘al bureaus of research og offices of institutional °
. B °

.

sStudies’ N ‘ .
P . ]

N

{
v 10. State departments of education. Many state’departments of education

Have only public school--elementary and secondary—~enm11ment f1gures . I‘n

i 4

some, states, it is ver}' dlfflcul‘f to -obtain. the. enrollment count for private
- i

) élementary and secondary schools. E *

. ‘5 + 11, The American- Councﬂ on Educatloﬂ 1785 Massachusetts Avenue., N W.

i

[} L]

Washington, D.C. 20036 v LA ,' T

' . -
“ 1 M "

12, The reports of Ronald 'I'nompson The Ohio State Un1vers1ty, espec1a}1-y
" >

Enrollment Pm;ectlons for‘}hgher Education, 1961-1978 ('Ihe Amerfcan Associ-
i

>

.

’ . atlon of Colleglate Regls'trars and Ad%ss}ons Offlcers September 1961), ’ 7
?p xi + 36. ; L e ,

P Thompson s pubhcatlons‘ are useful if one is conZ:erned with a general
i

measure of enrol](ment poteritial. The repoéts -are more useful on the national
A 5

y

evel than on, the state ¥ institutional leve], but have some 11m1tat1ons .

. eRiC: e lf)o ., :

/ L e 145 o




(74

Ta

,ggE l{l C

» o4y
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

y . . . ",

’ N . - .
Weighting was not done by age even for the narrow age-range used. Adequate

.

correction for mlgratlon and morta11ty also was nét made The most signif-

icant contribution of these pub11cat10ns has been that they have emphasued
the need for long-range educational planning and\for immediate 'consideration .
Al ‘

of providing for rfapidly increasing enrollments. ) ) !

13. $Student migratﬂion*reports, especially Residence and Migration of

" RS

College Students, Fall 1963 (Washington, 'D.C. 20202: U. S. Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare, ,Ogjfice of Edu;:ation, July 1964).

niques. This can be elabofated upon as we_find time, dur'ing the workshop,

° . o
[

for questions® and exchange of ideas. A -

N -
Enrolfvent Projection Téchniqués
. N . v )
. . .
There aré four meth(l!s in use for mak1ng enrollment pro;ectlons

.

(1) curve-flttlng, (2) 'ratio, (3) cohort- surv1va1, and (4) correlatlon ana1-

e .~ >
ysis. In pract1ce, the best technique for, a par-tlcular institution or state
- - ~ = L4 + v 22
or the nation may be a comb1nat10n of these meﬂxods A c
. . - S .
Curve- F1tt1n§ Method T ’ T

Enrollment. ‘pro;ectlons by the curve-&ttlng method consist of deter- °
7. } -

m1n1ng the functional’ re1at10nshJ.p which ex1st§ between past enrollments and

A4 . ®
_years, .This funct10na1 re1at10nsh1p then 1s prOJected to the year or years

for which the potehtlal enrqllment’mumben is desired. It is assumed that ’

A ,-»g | -

enrollment trends, based upon hlstbﬂcal enrollment data, will continue and )

that the ‘mfluences of the recent past are 1nd1cat1ue of the factors which

v % ‘ N H 14

will operate in the future The enroﬁ'vnent of, the past” accord1ng to time ‘
may take the form of one of many curves. . ., s
150 ¢ e
[ L N .
~ ’
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P . ’ *
R w1ll not attempt today to speak about the curves which m1ght fit the

data. 1 would refer you rather to my publication, Methodology of Enrollment

. .

Projections for Colleges- and Universities (Lins, 1960).

~ s

‘ .
Ratio Method . “

The ratio, method. determines the ratio between the persons enrolled in
college and the college-age population of which those’ persons are a part

v

N This method has beén used widely but. as generally employed, is inferior to
]
the cohort~surv1v'alemethod The ratio method can be, but seldom is used °

to £orecast freshman sophomore, junior, senior, etc., enrollments &eparately
. 3 < - .
More general'ly the ratio used is tha; found by dividing the total college

enrollment by the total college—'age pool,' definedro.s all individuals in a
A L4 . . . -
- geogdraphic area who are 18-21 years {)f age or 18-24 years of age; done in

. this way, the projections are quite useless, ] T . '

An age pool in which each age is: given equal weight more frequently-
. than not is a poor'representat‘ion ofithe population from which the students
7

come since uthe -proportion of students at eacH age ip any g1ven institution . N
i s

o is rarely the same. A better estimate can be made by wei hting .the patronage
g P

2
-

area population by age accord;g to the relativé weighting of ages within

I'd

the colﬁege enrollment groupi

L

; .
(N
-+ To émpley the rat1o method, it is necessary to have past and present

3

data relative to the number of individuals in the college-age range which :

] k2

L e
is representative of the college enrpllments’, and to have historical infor-

. mation concernlng the we1ghted prop,o‘rtlon of the college age range populatlon

e,

O

‘ 'which attended the college or colleo‘tlon of colleges for which the prOJectJ.on
“ i k1 1

' is be1ng made There should be separate. prOJec/uons for undérgraduate and

' !

1

for post- baccalaureate~-graduate andi profess1onal--students«.
< . EA

- 4

;-. \‘1 ‘ : . 1'1:§"A ; ' ot <
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~

,The enrollment grouping for which the prcjection is desired must be

" analyzed carefully over a period of years. The sex distribution by age and

by class should be determingd. In order to discover the population to be

" used as a basis for the projection, the enrollment should be distributed
6.
These areas

r
-
B L]

+ according to the geographic areas from which the students come.

“may be high schools for the commuting college, or counties or parishes for

-
Ve

. . N ! :
the college attracting students from wide areas; the area may encompass a

. * ~
number of statés. When the area or areas from which the students come is

v

* determined, the next step is to evaluate whegher or not there has been a '

The present

A ~

consistent pattern in the distribution of students by area. -
. ' !

college-age population of the area or areas and the anticipated college-age -

.

population should be known.

for deaths and"migration.

s ¢ R ' ,
The latter may be based upon births corrected

! .

The college-age population figures ate weighted ~ '

according to the proportion of students from each area by age. o

Fl

°. e . ) ]
) . - . . . i
Cohort®Survival Methods . R -
s b ,
Y v S . . - .
i e The word "cohort" is used-tp designate a group of Andividuals*having © '
- . . LN
a similar classification trait. The cohort-survival technique J'{s a method *

. - ° . .
based upon the extent to which a group of individuals survives by grade from
- [] M ’

. { oL
fi'rst gradewthrough college (€rade“-success1on) {)r upon the extept to which

a group of i‘ndividuals survives by year of age £rom birth through the age

. N . 3
of college graduation (age-surv1val). In the ratig method, for each calendar
k2

year, one ratio is cOWUWen the college age pool and the persons’

e 3 . .
enrolled in college. In the cohor;-survwal method a system of rat1os is |
: A
set up to determine the college eprollment for each calendar year; .for N

(
' example, in the grade succegsion method respectlve ratios of. %econd gradc

- -

- o first grade, oP th1rd grade to s"econd grade of fourth grad? to ‘third

grade, etc. are computed.

4

O

Thus the cohou‘t of a part1cu1ar year is- }fol*lowed

F

RIC
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0
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- -

.'

<

E

Combined Ratio arid Cohort-Survival Method

: identff_‘ial:le area.

‘future will be the same as in the past. Lon e

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
o

through grade successwn untll the senlor year in college and perhaps on to

]

post-baccalaureate cg\lege years.

£ -
N L .
I believe that for many institutions a grade-to-grade or an age-to-age .

survival technique is not sufficiently superior to a simpler and less cumber-
some combined ratio and cohort-survival method to warrant the extra effort.
- A )

If the problem is to project enroleents _through all levels of education

from first grad&hrough college, then there seems to be no reasonable alter-

nat1ve to a complete grade~ to-grade or age to age surV1val method.
if the problem is only one of pro_]ectlng cellege enrollments, 1t may be

=

satisfactory to set up drrect experlence rat1os of, survival from birth to

» . r

d 19 year olds®, This assumes’ that the new fge.sh'man class in a

However N

17, 18,
. < . -

college is’ composed primarily of 17, 18, andeg yeax olds from a readily

The ratio of new freshmen to the population,of 17, 18,

and 19 year olds, weighted accordini to the proportion “of ‘17,'18, and 19

. - .

year olas-among the new freshmeﬁ, is determined for’ the“}';as't few years. It .

. ' &

is noted that thls. procedure through bu1ld1ng pp an exper1ence, trend, over
a period of years automat1cally conslders the factors of mortallty, migra-

tion, and desire for college attendance: The dssumption ‘is made that the

v

effects of mortaljty, migration, and desire for further education in the

<

1 N ¢ i * 4
From the new freshman enrollment, 2 cohort-survival' (grade-succession)

method is used to determ:me the dize éf the tofal freshman and’ the sophomore,

L A,
L] R
junior, and senlor classes. L . ' , .
- 5 ; . 4“ 1 i «,‘ ¢ o
- €
- v o
, ) i ‘ k] z il
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-~ _ "Correlation Analysis ' ° TN e ot . } T
- . ~ (3 e

The correlation analysis method is an. attempt to determine the associa-

s 4 . . , -
tioh between enrollment (dependent variable) and one or more independent

. . \ “\ s
factors or variables. It may be found, for example, that university or C

. %
. . 7 %

- < M -
? college enrollment varies concomitantl? with the numbexgiof high school seniors

Y ‘and per capita income. ~The variation'in ehrollment rnay be closely related
- - - . .

.%to a single variable or to a combination of variables. 'In any event, zero-
. . v -

. ! ~ o

order soefficients of correlatidon would e, computed between the dependent

3 . R
’ ' .

variable of \enrol’lment and each of the ‘several indepe_ndeht variabtles. If

2
. - “

it were found that there is a significant concomitant association between ..

.
“. e
o (]

Vihe depevndent var1ab1e of en‘rollment *and two or more of the 1ndependent : -

“Variables taken separately, a correIatzoh%atnx cons1st1ng of the 1nter,—\' ‘,1{
‘ , (t\ ‘s SO . B ﬁ
correlatmns should be set up, * ‘ .o . . ‘

f
<

. . 6hort- Range~ Estimates of Enroilnrent . )
u ., A R v [ .
. . . ) : ’ y - » - ¥ a

.. , The primary purpose of a short-range estimate of eqrollment is to pro‘- ’

. i - } !

1de an annual or biennial b3515 for budget preparat;qn and educational v

# ST Y, 5 T i Y P T

plannmg At the institutional level this may 1nvolye college or school

2 v
- : s
- . . .

tlass, and departmental'estlmates of enrollment. ‘ ‘ .

+ . ' PV “ . .
- , o

In my own basic short-range estimates, Ituestirﬁate by class, sex,, and
¥
A

\ B
college or school w1th current entrance d1v1slons of cont1nu1ng, reenter1ng,

- ~

A combined ratlo and coh rt- surv1val method is

« 4

X advanged stand1ng, and new.

¢

~

r -t employed New freshmen (res1dents of the st&te) by
. , are estimated for the Mad1son campus by develo’l’ng the ratlo between new .
! " ) . P )

Voo v v

¢ freshmen and the weighted 17 and 18; year olds in the state “as of April ~1\, ) ,

L jt:hls is practlcal since the Mad1son campus atfracts students from all areas L
Y  of the state, By pohcy, the Mad1sgn can)us in the past has accepted one ’ v
i ° ; R
. B - .~ . 7
non-resident new freshmen for each two res1dent new freshmen therefgze

O

EMC i . . . . .
» £ . ’ . ¥
: ‘. R . - ‘ . .
% < [ L N ¢, .
¥




per cent te arrive at the estimated number of non-resident new freshmen. -

*
‘therefore the non-resident number is increased by 42.9 pepcent to arrive .

\f;:’u-e'a/lﬁ all phases of the estimation, policy changes are feflected in . \
o 3
€ estimates. ‘

& >
Il -

the estimated number of resident new freshmen was -merely multiplied by 50,

We now are allowing only 30 per cent non-residents among new freshmen; B .
\ ’ .

+ —

at the total new freshmen. ! .

&

. : r
For the University of.Wisconsin-Milwaukee, the ratio method also is

v -

used, but the ratio is one between new freshmen and Milwaukee high school

graduates, since the UWM is pr1mar11y a commutmg 1nst1tut10n and only. about ,‘

two' pe?‘ cent of the new freshmen are non re51dents of the state. Therd is :

- . .

an addltiona'l' problem, however, in that about 14hper.,eent of the UWM ur}derf 4 P

g‘rad‘uate students are evenin_g part-time students.
'I‘he continuing, reentering, and advapee'd stﬁhding students by cias.s, ' 5

sexf and college or school then are computed using the cohert-survival tech-.

- Lt L
- Id ° ’y‘ ) ;'i
. ’Long—Range Projections of Enrollment , .
- t v , '

&
.

», ] - {
Unless there are drastlg changes downward in econom}c and social con- L

ditionms; changes in mobilization pattemns, and.changes m; the desire of the

college-age youth to attend college, it can be expected that there will be

a continuing increase in collegiate enrollments. The present increase in

. . N

enr611ments is due at least in part to ap increasing population, particularly )
in that part of the pépulat.ion which is college age, dnd to\an increasing
proportion of thg populat1en which acttﬁ

at present, of course, a levehng of f of;the size of the new freshman group. = .,
In a few years again there will be a substantlal‘mcrease in new freshmen/' ) )

y attends college. We can expect _ k

During the years after World War 11, the b1rth rate rose. The increased’ . .

o " nuiiber of births was only one of the_t@tlrs contr1but1ng to larger enrollments. ;

ERIC . g o ,, .
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_ At the present time, -economic conditions are favorable} thére is an increasing

N

»

" *genand’ fdr college graduates, and there is a marked tendency 19‘ the direction

-

of 1nc~reased family size among college educated parents. It is known that
a lggger proportion of chlldren whose parents have a college education attend

college than of children whose parents do'not have a college education‘.' :

’ », ~
There must be continuous careful planning for increased college enroll- \

y 3 .
ments. Each statf, and each institution within th'e state, must analyze its
> &
enrollment potenulal and on that basis, must plan as thoroughly as p0551ble
I iy v K]
- the means for seﬁv;.ng its students. For some institutiong this will 1nvolve

. the construction oi;' many new buildings; however, brick and mortar alone will

. . l ' +

3 - .
not suffice to guarantee hfgh quality education. The need for instructional

= ! [ . ’ . <
~ staff also must be recogn?.zed. .It not only\is nec;essary to prepare the per- ° ﬂ
; .

-sons who desire to!become‘) teachers, but it also will be necessary to make

’ . T } . R ¢
the teaching profe551on suiliswently attractive to hold the prgsent teachers
< - wo LT
and to attract a larger proportion of college graduates to ‘teaching. y

’ . a .

- Eor}some 1nst1tut10ns’1nstructlonal and administrative costs are directly °®
; ” related to enrgment sizie. . In other institut'ions', pax:ticularly those with
large evening and/or.partii-time prograns, total enrollment is a quite l.m’d‘gg;’
: isfactory basis on;:which ?to estimate instructional costs. ln all institutions.
! va bet‘te‘r.index for}l’)udget; prepargtion may be faculty effort (load) data #hd At

4 . X ‘
number of credits taught. Th nunber of students classifiéd in a partichlar w__ °

college or school within a.umverSJ.ty, for example jemay be little related

’

to the number of credlis ﬁaught or students served by that college or school.

- Departmental budgets usually are more closely related to student credlts

- . " 0

- taught and advg.ser loads' t‘han to the nunbgg f students classx.fled in -the

department. john Stec}kleln has discufsed faculty studies including de-

fining, measurlng, and esf.1mat1ng faculty;work effort, and Dr. James D01

i

P

[y .
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* has discussed campus planning and'fatilities analysis. Dr. James L. Millen *
- -4

. not 'go into those areas. T ~ .
) That increases in, enrollment can be expected is important 1n alerting

the people of this nation to the needs of higher educatlon.

\

Even moré 1mpor-

spoke to the topic of research and institutional. budgets® Therefore I will -

s

i“\,\\ NN -
N

tant are educatedjpjectlons of how great the enrollment increases mlght

. be at any parficular time. Enmollment pro;ect1ons must be based upon A the

-

best p0551bIe data supplemented by -a set of well;msegrated and well- foui:fd

‘> * s -

-0 /ba51c assumptions. The data as well as the assumpt1ons will vary- $rom stat,

to state and from 1nst1tut1on to 1nst1t.ut1on It is recogn1zed~ that no
t f
.ssmgle method of long-range e rollment projections W111 m\e‘t\the needs of all

¢ . .

. ' States or all institutions. £ m hoé to be used must be determmed‘by
)

. .

o Ve
) .\persons who have a gbod background in. proJect1on theory who understand demo- ‘

graph1c data, and who are aware.of-the’ educat10na1 needs of the particular

\d -
<

) . .
state or institution. "The prpjectlons shouldsbe reviewed and, if necessary,

3

rensed per1od1ca11y in order to take }nto account changing conditions. ’

The va11d1ty and re11ab111ty of er]rollﬁ*ent pro;e‘ctlons are somewhat

. Ca 4

'

Y

,Telated to the size of the populgtmn %rea’ and to the. length of the pro;ec-’
A3

. ) t1on perlod As the size of the po.pulat1on area is.decreased

-

length.of the proJectlon period is 1ncreased the reliability of the;projec-
(S
tion general]y decreases. Thus long range pro;actlons for a state are usually
-

\ more reliable- than for a city or county Also p‘roJectJ.ons 310 to 15 years ®

1 -

'Y

° ;}rto the future are less reliable than} are estimates for.a shorter perlod :
- L4 .
» of time. In a small populatipn segment, very rapid: changés in mfigration,
o emorta'lity, and economic <{ditions‘ m“ay;occur; these chamté-;usually;ocwr
iy s . ° . .

e . . ©
Jmore slowly in an entire state, for the los..sP through migrdtion ip g wreas ’
i v S ; . ;

a ’

° . .

may result in an iggrease in populatioi in another aréa.
- H ' ;
-, r z.‘ . . ~ . y
Q : . ) .
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' Enrollment projections:can be madg as far as 17 years imto the future
- . N * ) ’
without estimating births. Nearly all individuals who will/be enrolled in
‘ . .. t ' - ’ Y 3_»
. . colleges\ and universities 17 years from now are born and can, be’ counted. .
. et

h a - «
[y
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PROJECTIONS FOR CAMPUS PLANNING! - - .4

. » L. Joseph Lins
. Wisconsin Coordinating Committee for ngher Education
: -~
K ' .y .
N Projection of the potential student population at a college or univer-

~

sity is one of the prerequisites to planning campus development. Instruc-
N
Ja.onal,.y_rkloads ‘the number of faculty required, and the phys1ca1 plant °

N

v
and land requ1rements of an institution clearly are’affected by the »size

s of the gtudent,‘body which the institution undertakes to serve and by the

tot:ﬂ mission of the in‘s:titution Instructlonal workloads are a functlon

-

- .u..

of the level and"d1stnbut1on of stude[nt enrollments The space requ1red g

for instructional effort (general clasSrooms, laboratory-clas,sroom, labo— o~
-

- » - -

' ratorles, seminar ToOomS , stxd;{s, and instructional gymnasia) is tied to
X . X ~ B
contact hours in each -cdurse (subJect) in the 1nst1tut10n.
b .
).
**  The amount of" other types of space needed also is affected by the size

©of the student entollment. - Some of, these'ty'pes of 'space are office space 4,

library space, research space‘, archive and research equipment storage,
dnactive space (such as space being remodeled), buildings and grounds ‘ser-

. .. - . ~ ‘o . ’ . -
vice' space, student service space, .campus hospital“and,health facilities,

ngmnasmm and f1e1d house seating, aud1tonums ,* theatres, museums and

“
*
P A

1 aboratory s chools~

- s

o ‘ 1Adapted from: L. J, Lins and A P. Abell, "Projections of Enroll- .
ment for Campus Plann‘fng"%(Appendix C of AMe ogy for Determining v

Future Physical, Facilities Requirements for Institutions of Higher Education,

“U. S. Department of Health, Fducatien and'Welfare, U. S. Office of Educatlon,

@ “roject No. 2920, Contract{No. OE~5-10-29), December 1966). N
ERIC. - . -+ 165
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- Since some types of space are related quite directly to 'the number of

. » ~
k4 A

studehts, head count enrollment projections are necessary in addition to. '

the contact hour type of projection. This would be true of space such as

%
parking facilities, dining facilities,“student service space, gymnasium and .

'

field house seating, and residential facilities.

°

If the projections of 'total- students are to be most useful, it will be

by class, and by school or college.

For estimating research space needs, it is essential to have projections
of graduate enrollments divided by department and lower level (pre-masters),

upper level (pre-doctoral) ,, and post-dol:toral. It is important, too, that ~

. - . @
projections of FTE (full-time equivalent) studerits be made by level of stu-
dent (lower level--freshmen and sophomores; upper. ‘1eve1--j1.miors seniors, -

N and\euals, graduate and professional--law, medicine, vetennary.medlcme, .

etes)’ " The number of staff and type of staff are Yelated to FTE students

""""" " P P

by level. B :
- ' .

In our fir$t ‘session this afternoon, we developed the general pattern

R

of Y.rojecting enrollments. We will assume at this point that we alrea}dy have

projections of enrollment by sex and by class for the institution. These
’ N r
brojection,s can be broken into'college and school projections by class and

e ~
. sex within the institution where for men, for example:
The Projection by School or College Within the Institution ‘ ‘
. C ) - : N Do
(A) TTent year and (B) - four years previous, i.e., the fifth
R -~ year of enroliment data wof the past, and ’
Xin = males in the class in the follege of Letters and Sc1enee,
\‘1 4 - . ' .

ERIC. . . 166
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. necessary to have those projections divided by sex, by single 4’and married, .

v




-~ ¢ R . . ¢
X : X2m\= males in the class'in the, College of Ehgineering; - ‘
. M A +
s , . -
* L ’ -
. . . . ; »
. XNm’= males in the class in college N, , .

I hd . - 4 t

P
. . g

le(A) therefore . «is the males fof the respectlve class in the College

3

~ of Letters and Sc1ence in the current year.

T
n

Iy 4 -
A the male enrollment in the cla,ss,for all colleges in year A and

3
a

= the male enrollment in the class for all colleges four years

Yg =
' L ' ¢ . ' ’
; ' previous. . Lo
4 4 LY . N / . ~
W * ’
. . The changlng ratio of total enrollment for males by class by college -

then is determned accordmg to'the following formula, 1llustrated for the

~

College of Letters and Science:. . o - - s
X pewy = Xy Co. S )
e .h’l-l(A) 1m(B) =.acy- or average change pey year
4 : # . .

. . ] . Y.
. ‘ o
. ” ’ A} . o

The average ‘change per year then is_applied to the current ratio to o

.

obtain t}{e ratio for each year within the ‘forecast periohf For the first
* . )

- year: for men by class 1n the College of Lettezs cand Science a'fe new ratio |,

, . - ©

would be: . '
W Xpay * 1 (aey) ' S '
- WL u -
.« TFor _the second year} it would be: '
le(A) + 2 (’acy) 'etc. ) o ; ’ . ' !
. ] o
YA L *

rad
~

- These ratios then would be applied to the projected enrollment total
. 1 'y -

‘b o,

Q >y sex.and class as prdjectedl;y/ﬁ\e institution for the respective yeir to
., ) . : i ‘
. . ¥ 167 .
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-

. "arx:ive; at the exf:ec‘ted énrollment by 5)llege by class, and by sex and -
! - . . M

adjusted in tl)e summation of all colleges to arrive at the institutional .

ffpro;ectlon of\ﬁhe total. . e, _—
le # 3 The tab (H‘able ) developed then .for each prOJected year woul:i show
Sl tphe enrollmg by cla.ss ‘and sex- by college, as follows |
P ' TABLE 1 e
a PROJECTED ENROLLMENT‘BY CLASS, BY SEX, BY COLLEGE *

FIRST SEMESTER OF“YEAR 19 -19

.
+ > .

e

. Colle’ge } Vf ¢ Freshman Sophomore| Junior .... | Graduate '
. 3 M W M - W[-M WM W M W
N ., o J ’ B
R * Letters and Science ' . ' ,
A'gticulture’ .
2, “ v *
* A Z . a e
"College N * .k
i TOTAL . Jd . ' g

w«

»

.
.

Eacp college or university, in analyzing tren&s, Tay find that the
Y fo}egoing’ requires the introduf%on“of judgmental factors and a change'd'"pro-

, cedure based upon policy decisions about relative growth of individual units

pf the institution. This is illustrated’in Appendix-A, which gives the

~

design for the 1974 p1:ojections for the Ma(lison Campus of The University of

+
Wisconsin,

.

Projection of Graduate Students

-

-~ 4
- . Since there is a'relationship between the numbeﬁr of ‘graduate =students

and the amount of staff and space required for each department, it is essen-

tial to project 8ra;iuate students-b)"‘il?i"ar.tment-. ' e : ’ *
A doc;:oral candidate generally requires more resedrch spac:e for his
E \I)C‘octoral work than’does the masters candidate for his‘résearch work, ‘ A“1§o,
) ‘ 00 ” .

A
'




|
|
|
1

F

”éodoctoral candidates generally are involved to greater degree in funded’ '

~ ‘ s ¢

N . 3
» ' research than masters students are. There'fore, the departmenfal pro;eotlon
A ¢ 8 \ 2

of graduate enrollment must be divided accord1ng to masters and accord1ng .
)" ¥

" to doctoral candidates. It is essential also to survey the departments for.
; o . i

the best data possible on post-doctoral researchers.

For the projection of graduate students, one surveys- the current and

)

-past majors by department at -the pre-masters and pre- doctorgl levels. Th1s

N survey should be by sex as illustrated in Table II.

7

- ’

’

. . o TABLE 11 . o .
’ “URADUATE MAJORS BY DEPARTMENT . -
FIRST SEMESTER OF YEAR 19 -19 . y .
O, Masters Candidates Doctoral Candidates *
. M Field Candid
. ajor Hield M W Total | M W Total
- Accounting , . ° 40: 1 41 | 14 2 16
Actuarial Science 8 1 9 - - et :
African Languages - : ]
. L & Literature 2 .1 %. 3 3 - 3
Agricultural . '
Economice b 41 2 43 54 1 55
[ . - . \: a / *
‘ Zoology ¢ . 56 . 22 72 36 14 50
I3 k]

T <
- - . A L4
. o ' ‘ .

~

If the sﬁrvey.of‘a five-year périod of majors shows no appreciable

change in the ratio of men to women, in the ratid of masters to ddctoral
cand1dates, or in the proportion ‘of graduate students by level enrolled in
. . .

the various departments, the enumeration of total gréduate students (without

regard to $6x) by 1eve1~and'departmentyfor the year just previous to the

projection period can be used. Tf it were ‘found that' the ratio of men, to

.

o
women has changed appretlably, that the ratio of masters to doctoral can-

~ L -

O

ERIC’ o :
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didates has changed, or that the proportlon of students reglstered in the . P
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4

o 4

; ' - . . A

~

. various_departmehts has changed a great deal, a changing ratio (acy) will

hi

. need to be deyeloped as talked about in projecting school or college enroll-

ments within the 1nst1tut10n~ the proportlon then would be a departmeﬁtal

"acy" projection stratified by sex and by ,level of graduate student This

v

would be the same procedure‘as the 111ustrat10n of males, by class, by
ollege of "The Pro;ectlon by School’or Coilege Within the Instltutlon.
If it were found that there hally been no appreciable change over time

in the ratios of men to women, of masters to doctoral cé_f\didates, and of the
- i3 .

proportions of graduate students registered by department, the protedure is
. - Ld 5

a simple ratio procedure with the ratios developed on the basis of the
- . [
Ry

distributien of graduate students by level and by. def)artnknt for, the year

immediately preceding the projection period., In this’ex‘/erit " the total
graduate enrollment of the year 1mmed1ate1y preceding the pmJectlon period

would be used as the base of the series of ratlos as follows

Graduate Projectig_ﬁ . .. o o

' *YO = total graduate erirollment; R . .

. \

XjyM = masters enrollment in department 1; .
N . » '
X;p = doctoral enrollment in department 1; \ - .
. . r’ . ‘ . N N | . ’.4 . )
. . 4 . ) & p . ) . -
: ' - ) i ) ' 4 e
= Xyy = masters enrollment in department N, , .
. XND doctoral erffollment in depar%ment N. . B | . -
Ly . . ! .
‘ v o s
The .ratios ‘for the year immediatély preceding the)forecast period then’™
p g S
. 1] - . ) L3 . e ’ .
. would'be: A Lo e .
Xim ., Xip . X, XD TN s
. YO' YO YO : Yo S ) .
# : . . L4 : .
4 ' . T . ) ST
~ .

O

S Vi
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THese ratios then would be applied to the total graduate enrollment for

& the respective years of the sprojection period (Table I) These, years are

Yy = first year, Y, = second year, . . . Yy = last ).'oeai- of the projection

. e Lo :
period. For the first year, the go;ected enrollment by departments would
¥ be: . ’ N T 0‘ . oo ]
r s ’ ¢ - -
. 7 . - ;
‘e Yip y o o e )
Y 1;’#“Y—- 1; -~ 7 1; Y 1 ‘
0 0 . 0 0~ ' «
s 4
-
. N
. This procedure provides-, through summation, the total masters level
. students and the total doctoral level students for the 1ns#tution R’f '
o

Agaln it is noted that @ particular school or college may need to vary

o [ ]
Campus of The University of Wisconsin an altemaﬁ%method was used (See
Appendix B). ‘ .o ' B T

PI’ojgction <of Enrollment by Course :

Course '(sul;ject) enroliments are. related to the college and‘yeé? (fresh-
. Y 0‘
man,. sophomore, etc.) of the students. Some 1nst1tutions may find t desir-

- ~ 3

able to break the relationship down to an even finer d1v151on e-;g 3 student

0

c,lass1f1ca.tion (EE1, AMPI, PRCY, COM3, etc.). This woyld be true in ifnstitu-

i -

tions wheré there are-a small number,’of colleges and schools and where stu--

T -

dents are classified into specific disciplines at the freshman level. In
& ‘.

many institutions, however; most freshmen and sophomores are classified 1nto

very broad categories (general BA, general BS, General Colllege, etc.) and

these studentsr do not maJor or transfer to a sem1-profess1onal college untIl

-

the beginning of the junior year. This would be true, for examsgtle, "6f stu-

dentsa’?g&ﬂnng into the School of Education School of Comnierce,”School
o of Phathacy, ', after a year or more required 1n a liberal arts college. |

ERIC oL o

E‘herefore, we'w1‘ll discuss oniy the co"llege;;:liass breakdown.

its projection technique from that above. In the projections-for the Madison -

4 (2w iond s 4 ki b4
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The course enrollmént and the number and variety of courses will be
affected by the policy decisions of the institution. Howgver, for the pur-
poses of the methodological procedure presented, it is assumed that the

proportionate enrollment by course, b& college and class level, as of theg
1
year'prior to the projection period is indicative of the proportionate dis-

. . Y .
tribution by course, by colflege and class level, for the future. There will

be changes in courses offered. Some couries will be offered only once every

z

two or three years, but it is reasonable to assume that students of respective

colleges by class levkl will enroll in courses which require relat1ve1y the Yo

same ¢ypes of facilities as are required at present. Also, since it is ¢

difficult, if not almost impossible, to anticipateochanées over as much as
a 10 to 20 year period. in di§ciplines offered; it is adyised that the pro-
v ’ T ¢ :
jections be updated yearly. . P '

.

Ordinarfly, é&e enrollment projections will be for &ay students only,.

It is assumeq,'thé;, that the facilities required for day ;tudents will also
take care Qf‘the‘evening enrollment. Only in institutions hiving a larger . .
e;en1qg'program Fhan day program,;;ér hour, will it‘be ﬁecessary to project

evening engollments. It should be kept 1n mind, however, that even uneer

the assumption of the facilities for day students taking care of the-evening °

programs, certain special puxpose classrooms may "have to be developed for

. \x % . - .

_the evening program. -1f Extension classes mee; én the campus and if the *

.
.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

Extensionjj®dents are not included in the regular enrollment prOJect1ons,

it will be necessarq, too, to program space for _the Extension instructional
- . - v . - .
activities. .

.

The basic format for the course enrollment projection is the tabulation

o} thé number of studeg:s, in the first semester 6f & year immedfately
. ¢ - ’f,‘w -

%receding the projeemion period, frofn each college b lass level (LS1, COM3,
s . .

' % . .
ENG2, etc.) enrolled in the respective courses. *A ratio is established

Cow 172 - :
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between the course enrollment by respective class and colleg% and the enroll~-

: 4

ment in the college for that class The prOJected class enrollment by college

-

for thekgeqpectlve year is multiplied by the ratio of the respective class-
by . ’

college enrollment in ‘the course to the respective class-by-college enroll-

N

ment for the yeat immediately pﬁeceding the projection year. - The respective -

~

. results of the multiplications dte summed/to arrive at the, total course

3
enrollment for the respective projection year. As indicated, first semester
data would ordinarily be used since, in most institutions, the first semesteT

or quarter enrollment is larger than any subsequent semester or quarter enroll-
’ J . A
ment of the year. This assumes that first semester or quarter facilities

’
%

will meetf{he needs of any sunsequent semester or quarter of the year. ({

) The first step, then, is to secure current data on first semester course

enrollment divided by class and college. This would be reported as,{ollows;
. - L . , \
4
TABLE III . .
COURSE ENROLLMENT BY CLASS AND COLLEGE . .
g ; PIRST SEMESTER OF YEAR 19 -19 . ~
. e .
. . Department~™ Freshman a Graduate
. and Course L &S Agric....Pharm | L § S\Agrlc ..Pharm . '
Anthro 100 . S Y
Anthi1 05 - ) . .
5.4 . ' - k3
i ‘. ° ~ ¥ ) o
Zoology. 961° . ‘ T, .o
. ', Ye i - N .

“§tep two is to.develop the ratios between.the respeetive class-college

enrollments in the respecfive course and the respective class-college .

- - ? .

eq;ollments of the first semester of the year immediately preceding the pro-

- jection per1od (Table I): for example the L & S freshmen enrollmgnt in

.

Anthro 2101 3 by the L & S freshman enrollment.

e Lo . 17
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Step three is to apply the respect1ve ratios by course developed in,
yos ; -
step two to the projected enrollments by class and college for y&ar X. Th1s

. t

will give the projected enrollment by class and college for the respective

~

. '
course in year X. | ' .
- .
¢ Step four is to sum the college enrollmerits for thg‘%espective class
i < p B
for the respective course. ,

Step five is to sum the course enrollments by class for the respective,

-
department. )

;
- -
£ .
K

The result of- steps four and fide will be a table of enrollments by

RS Eo

class, by course>/ﬁﬁ;by department
w ‘ ‘ : e

presented in Table IV for year X.

< Qrojectfon of Contact Hours by Type of Facility
w -

t

. ¢ Table 1V is the base¢ for .projecting contact hours in that it presents

°
the total enrollment by course.
¢ -
» ‘ °

hours generated by each course,

The!pext step is to develop the contact:
For example, and hypothetically, Anthro-

pology 1oq§is a three-credit.pourse with an enrollment of 300, broken into
H .
one-lectire and 12 discussion-quiz sections. The, lecture section meets /)
: _ T ¥
.twice a week for one hour, and each discussion-quiz section meets for one
,‘\’ » e ¢ ° -

hqur per,week. There is generated by this course 600 Student contact hours
(2%

L]

'quiz.

*a

’

i

v ﬂ
.

A

. 3 \L
- " per week in lecture and 300 student contact hours’per week ig discussion-
. \ Ce e o

’
'

The summat1on,‘by department, of the number of s;pdent contact hours
by-type of 1nstruct1onal facility glves'the total cont;ct hou;s by type of
' faczllty for the oepartment. The summation of the total contact hours by
type ‘of fac1l1ty for all departmenfs wfth1u the’ college g1ves the, total

contact hours by’ type«of fac1l1ty.for the college,,and the summation of*the

collegg contact hours by type of facility gives the total‘contact hours by
. . . .

o ‘ype of facility for the campus. 1- . :
ERIC : 4 C
.Hﬂi:ﬁﬁﬂ . i - , " .
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B . ) © TABLE Vv | .
v Oy . ‘ ° 4 ' ~ -

L . . ENROLLMENT BY, CLASS, DEPARTMENT, AND COURSE. .
, . FIRST SEMESTER 19 -19

. . e ©
o » d . < ) - i I o f
Department and Course Fresh. Soph. Jr. Sr. Spec. Grad. . Law : Med.. .., Total

Anthropology 100 ' N
Anthropology' 105 = N

B3 s

5 . ’

N \ L

An-ih;-opology 999 . . ‘ ' . : ;s »

%

= TOTAL ANTHROPOLOGY — — - : -
o . ; - . : - .
.\ r “‘ - e

° 3 . ks V - . -

Zoology 101 DR I : T Y . o
Zoology 125 )

P
‘v:'?-

"

. g . . .
Zoology 961

% S =
TOTAL ZOPLOGY - — -

b &
TOTAL ALL COURSES ]

o ~ 3
- ¢ * * -

£, e 1S - 4

s 4 H ’ .

. - .
. -
~ Y 3 .
‘
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Projection -of Full-Time Equivalent (F’J’E) Students

e,
» The need For tehchdng staff for a department is a.function of the stu- .

L XY N

dents to be taught. Sinte the rank and type of instructor is dependent upon

rthe level of Students taught, it becomes necessary*to develop FTE student

. AN
counts by student level. Here again, the department is the basic unit.s
' . . . ; A d L o
Studept level s defined as lower level (freshman-sophomore), upper

level (junior, senior, and special), professional (law, medicine, eto.) and
graduate. For purposes of illustratiou, we will define the number of FTE

' bl
students at the undergraduate and professional levels as the number of credits ..
’a P 2 N ’

carried per semester divided by 15. The nunber'of FTE students at the grad-

. ' uate level is_defined as the number ofscredits carried divided by eight. It

¢ .

is true that the normal load for graduate students is 9"12 credits for full

e slden_Ce However, due to the numbers of students _who flave completed the1r
course work “and who are registered for only two credits.of research ‘while ;
. : -

worKing on the dissertation, the averagé number of. credits i\s reduced to

. eightx ‘"ﬂii‘s will, Vary with iustitutions, és will the number of credits used

F}

for full tme equlvalency vary,,uut;h the type of "turn- around" or; academlc

calendar setup ('semester Vvs. quarter) b ’ s

* 9 *

'I‘he FJE students by».course are computed the FTE studenits by courses
- w1th1n the departmeﬁt are summed to> give the, FTE students -by department,

¥ the FTE. students by departments are summed to give the FTE students for fhe

A .
s

- i college, and tife” FTE students for the colleges are summed to give the FTB-

* ‘ °

"\students for  the campts. ‘ ) - /‘ -
The iilustration is for a‘co“urse with a department in which yf £ lower
- p g o
level credits; upper level Cred1ts P = professional credit$; and G =
graduatg credits. The formula then is: .
LL - . ! .

G
= tvTe 4+ = = FTE students
]: lC ISWIS 53

=

w5
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‘leferﬂng to stlle"’IV; the enrollment by ¢lass, by course, was derived.

The 'average number of credits for which the course is offere(i‘must byz v

- secured. F?r example, Anthropology 100 is a three credit course. If that

» -

course enrolls 125 freshmen, 75 sophomores, 50 Jl.%ors, 20 Senlors 15

spec1a1 students and 15 g‘raduate students, there are (125 X 3) + (75 x 3) »

. lower 1evel cred1ts, (50 x°}3) + (20 x 3) + (15 x 3) upper level credits?p and

% " (15 x 3) graduate credits, or < T e
: L P TRE

(125x3)+ (75x3)  (50x3) M8Bs) sii¥xs) (15x3) .

) 15 — — 15 = F'I‘E students . .

.
'

60 225 s
; —1%’; 5t % a5 = 40.0 + 17.0 + 5.6 = 62 6 FTE students. . . —

N .~ . -
There‘ére 40.0 lower level, 17.0 upper level, and 5.6 graduate FTE

. students, s i

ax,

) - . .
Some will cbntend t,hat the formula for ET,E*students for the above pur-
.o - o

pose should reflect a var1ab@student credit load because of large numbers

‘

of laboratory courses in some departments, or because- the per semester stu-

dents load to be graduated in one college in normal progression is higher than "

in"hno;her college. ‘I feel that thix!"should not affect the formula. Dif-
" S, -,
e .
ferences rather are a function of the variable standards for teachi‘hg loads

»

S

of the various departmerits. Thesteaching load stan&ard, therefore, should
- ° ® 4

reflect the differences if such differences in standards can be proven to be

»

valid. ' ) s -
R . .o .
* a
[ ‘
i~
et - .
. 4 ' N « N
- v o
-
- ¢ . ° - ‘
, e : °
e .
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APPENDIX A - L
P

ASS, SEX, 'AND COLLEGE- - ¢ )
ERSITY OF WISCONSIN | . '

-

“THOD OF PROJECTION BY
s6R MADISON ‘CAMPUS OF THE U

Undergraduate Pi‘ojection -
- K % . vt .
. At the present time, for the Mhdison campus of The University: of .
Wisconsin, a simple long-range pr¢fjection of undergraduate enrollments by
colleges and schools on the basj# of recent changes in the proportions of

the total undergraduates enro ed in each college or school. would be a 7
questlonable proggdure due thé large proportlon of studen¢s enrolled 'in & .
the College of l&ers and/fScience (66.2% in fgll, 1965) and the unusuall 1

large 1ncrease in the progowtion of total undergraduates enrolled in t
college over the past five years. The use of this method, at this tj/
hould result in an unrea11st1ca11y high proportion of the undergraf .

. -

. < the f,all of 1974.

Under the assumptlon-that the current rate of growth ix the-proportion -
of the total undergraduates enrolled in the Oollege of-Lozfers and Science
proportion of total . .° -

undergraduate’ enroll-ment in the College of Letters
some time during the next nine years,
projectien of college and school enrollment by ¢

an-alternate ¥,

7/Science may occur at
hed of long-range .
and sex gives results

that seem more reasonable.
“portions of total undergraduates by class and
“of Letters and Science and applies those pro
expected total enrollpment by class and sex
(here fall, 1974) to arrive at the expecte
the College of Letters and Sciente. The

-, The alternate metho

Ses the mQst recent pro- .
enrdiled in the College ° o
#rtions to the institution's =~ ¢
Y the projection semester )

(’enrollment by &ass and-sex for
her colleges and schools are . .

Rl

allotted the remaining projected Stude

by clas$ and sex atcording to
their recent pattern of grqwth. ;/ B v

v(l
B3 ,

\ The general procedure fon the x*er coldeges and schgols, asmtlined

bxlow, was to récord the five mogf4rTecent fall semester enrolTments for each . v

- college or school for the lowey Avision (freshmen and sophomores) and the’
upper dlvfs‘gon (juniors, senig#, and specials) without any sex.distinction. .

® . The average year-to-year ,f“ increase (or decrease) was calculated along =
with the average enrollmep %. the fiveqyears for ‘the lower and upper ’

R divisions, respectivgly, ¥T each college or school. The average rate of
mcrea‘se-was pro;ected toithe projection semester and then it was applied

to the recent five- year iverage enrollmentyin each division in each collgge™>~_ N~

.® or eol. If a divis; i within a college( or school had exper1ér;ced a steady
pniform growth in enpflment, without any decreases, and no restrictions R
on enrollment co f-e ant1c‘1pated for that college or school, the five-year =« °
“average enroiy%}'l 6uld be expected to.be in the middle of the projection |
. hlstory peri sgf the average enrollment had to be projected an additional .
- ! tyo years. Th) A "two' was added to t@ number of years involved in- the . o
projéction bef e mu1t1p1y1ng by the average rate of increase, to account
s for the receny growth from the average enrollment. In the.case here, the
b 1 projection ,,p: fqr nlne years, so the average increase was multiplied hy 11. ‘7‘ .
. Q ‘ n//‘ ., R v , .-
fRIC o4 7o 18 el
v o T , . - » i * -
—wm i ~ 3 B
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for those divisions that have experfenced a steady uniform increase in
enrollment over the previous five years. “For the divisions that had experi- .
enced increases and decreases in enrolment, the average five-year enroll-
) ment is the best base estimate, and the projection was only for nine years
s in advance; the average rates of increase (or decrease) for these divisions '
were multiplied by nine.
The lower and upper division projected totals. for each col lege or school
were broken, ,into class and sex according to the class-sex proportions
3 ive years., Each class and sex group was summed over the
colleges andWM¥icols to~arrive at tentative totals. Such totals might not
agree with gh’é‘i‘r;sti’tutio,n{'s expected totals (with the projected Letters and -
' Science studgnts-,subtracged)', and ¥q fagt did not. Thus each tentative =,
college or school projection was increased or decreased by a constant pro-
" Jection within each 'cla?-sex division to, arrive at the expected class-sex
. .

totals for the projecti6n semester, =~ . . .
.z »
A 3 .o ) .
. The sexes were combined for the basic projectign because of the erratic

< - enrollment patterns for women in some colleges. or schools (such %as Engineering)
%«f and for men in others (such as Nursing). Lower and upper division were used.
' % instead of straight class; divisions for two reasons. - First, undergraduate
najors generaldy ‘are not j_determin'e? until the junior year at The University
. of Wisconsin, and second,yerratic fluctuation in enrollments in some colleges ¢ ~—
and schools ayg _srg’xoothedffout by combining the two ¢lasses. ' et -
N ) . oy 4 .
— There was.a slight deviation from this general procedure -for the Collége
of Engineering and the School of Nursing. The average enrollment increases
i aqd the* average e‘Zrol lmeﬁ}s were based on the most recent four years, rather &
" thih the most recent fiveiyears. The School of Nursing had experienced a . &
recent rapid increase in %n'rollment wh_i,df iknoq expected to.continue, while s
_ theCollege of Engineering had experiencéd § decrease.in enrollment which. o
. at the preseént tihe appeays to be -rgversing. In addition, the average, growth ™
**rate of énrollmenit in “the! Schoolof Nursing was, cut in half becawse of the o
" anticipated restriction o¥ enrollment in}r.he School of Nursing. L [

Q

v
(R

-, .

o " This systemfgives conservative growth (or decrease) estimates in 'that

) the average increasg rates are not applied to successive yearly expected
enrollments, but are multiplied by the number of projection years and applied
‘to the average i;‘;ase-peﬁod‘ebnroilment.t The result is that sizable recent

&7, enrollment changes that are not likely to centinue have less influence than

" if successive yearly expected enrollments were used with the increase rates.

e . hd

.
>

- ;‘ e %% General Procedure -~
- \ ¢ ' ) e " X ¢ v
1. ‘Lettez;;\and Sciente > s - . . - ]
- . ( . .
a. Calculate the most recent proportion of total fall ukdergraduates :
e .enrolied jn the College 6f Letters and Science for eaclt class-sex " .
, + -division. - ’ . . . L
: b. Apply these propprtions to the respe‘c}ive class-seg divisior_xs of ¥
) b the campus projection for the'projection semester: (This gives .
. " the expected Letter$ and Science.enrollmenys for each class-sex * ‘
-t N - PR IS s . - . ¢4
e . divisidén.) o L ' .p. AN\
ERIC: - s 1rg
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Subtract the expected Letter$é and Science enrollments from the
cumpus projected enrollments for each class-sex division. (This "
gives the remaining projécted students to be allotted to the other
.colleges and schools. )

.

Other Colleges and Schools

-

Record the fall undergraduate enrollments for the most recent five
years for each college or school .according to lower division and
upper division (1.c., total freshmen and sophomores--men and’ women--~
in Agrxculture total juniors, seniors, and. spec1als--men and :
women--in Home Economics, etc.). '
Starting with the second recorded year, divide each year s enroll-
.meit by the previous yearis enrollment for each division within

each college or school. (This gives four yearly rates of 1ncrgase 3
(or decrease) for each group. )

Average these four yearly increases in proport1on for each group and

3

=multiply these averages by the number of years,to be projected. Add

one to each pro;ected increase rate to obtain the projection factors.
(This merely chuses the average enrollment to be included when these
projected increase rates are applied to “the average enrollments )
Average the five-year enrollments for each di | wi
college or school and apply the respect1ve projectivr factors 4
gfrom 2¢) to these averages. This gives the tentative jections
for divisions within colleges and schools. 3 )
Calculate the five-year average class-sex proportions for the
- divisions within each college or school for the five-year periad.
(In the*lower division of Agriculture, for example, dividé®each

g of the total le freshmen, the total femadfe freshmen, the total

male sophomo , and the,total female sophomgres for the five, .
years by the total freshmgn and sophomores enrolled in Agr1culture
foy the f1ve-£§ar period.)- 3

Apply the proportions arrived at in (2¢) to the tentative projec-
tidn fbr.the respectlve divisions W1th1n colleges, and schools

(step 2d). This gives the tentative class-sex projections for each
college or school. (These are tentative since they have to be
weighted on the bas;§§ of the class-sex pool dht1c1pated for the
campus for the projec 'on. semester.) + 7
Sum eachltentative class-sex projection (step 2f) through the
colleges and schools to arrive at the tentativé® class-sex totals.
Divide each class- -sex remainder (step 1¢) by the respective tenta- -~
tive class-sex totals (step. 2g) to arrive at. the scaling factor for * 03
each class-sex division. i )
Apply the appropriate scaling factor-(step 2h) to each tentativé -
college .or school pro;ect1on (step 2f) within each clas§-sex

division, These,, then, give the class-sex prQﬂectlons for the hon- .
.Legsers and Science colleges and schogls and when added to the SRR
Letters and Science prOJectrqns should agree with the‘campus under-

graduate.class-sex projectiop, for the projection semester b
d'f N 1’
’ ‘u'i » s :.‘ ’ .'.‘
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The:projection of
for the.Madison campus

Graduate Projection ‘

the fall 1974- graduate enrollment by sex and college

of The University of Wisconsin was done by a‘method =

similar tq that used for the undergraduate projections for that period..
Graduate student enrollment in all colleges and schools had, in general,
increased during the five-year projection base period (1961-1965) (e Conse-
quently, for each college or school, ghe éverage rate of increase in enroll-
‘ment during the five-year period was calculated alonrg with the ,average
enroliment ‘for the five years. To project the enrollment by college or.
school at the end of the nine-year period (fall 1974), the average rate of
increase over the five-year period was multiplied by 11 and then applied
- -to the five-year average enrollment to arrive at the.tentative college or
“school projected enrollment. The projection factor of 1l was used.iftead

of nine to account for

. five-year average enrollment figure,

'Y

The tentative RIoj

summed to arrive at a tentative total. Each college or school tentative 4

the' recent (two year) 'growt}; in enrollment from the.

A
2

. . /,H-z
-

ected enrollments for eagh college or school were -

Projected enrollgent 'was increased by a constant proportion {6 make the

total enrollment agree

with the campus projected-total graduate enrollment.

. The sex division within each college.or school ﬁrojgection, with the
gxceptions ofsthe College of¥ietters and Science and the .School of Pharmacy,
was arrived at by using the average sex proportions durilig the five-year

projection base period.
Science was arrived at
fairly sizable growth i
year period. For this
females for the five-ye
that the growth in the

The sex division within the College of Letters and
by a different process because of the steady and
n the proportion of females enrolled during the five-
college, the average ifcrease in the proportion of
ar period was calcuiited. -Due to the likeliness
proportion of females will not continue inde€initely,

v the ayverage increase in' the proportion. of females was divided-by two, and -
" then multiplied,by 1l to arrive at a projected incréase in the proportion

1 of females enrolled in
increase was added to t
- factor'was applied'to t
at the projectgd number
Sciencge in the@ll of

e The sex- div;sign' 0
also treated in a diffe
There was a small but s

the College of Letters and Sciefice. This projected
he five-year average proportion of females and ‘this
e projected Letfers and Science enrollment toxarrive
of females enrolled in .the College of.Letters and
1974. . . : .

-
‘.

-

f the School of Pharmacy enrollment proje?:'tion was |
rant manner than for the other colleges &nd schools.
teady increase in the proportion of females in that

school duripg.the five-year base_period, so the latest proportion of females

'(fa’ll 1965) was used to
project an increase in
N &

-

N . - ~

. «Major to total graduate
1974 graéuate majors by
O University of Wisconsin

RIC™ -

- ) Y
. APPENDIX B

establish the sex divisien rather than trying. to
the proportion of females. -

- % >

‘- The method of‘alculating the most'.’recént ('f(all 1965) sex:-gegree‘ level-

/

enrollment rati%s was not used in projecting the fall'

sex and degree level for the Madison campus of The
» since there are a large .number of majors dnd sihce

/'P.' v e

4 S




E

¢ major to' the respective total college or school enrollment was calculated,

- . .
~

« for some majors the number of\gradueﬁe students within a sex-&eg;ee level

division is extremely small. An alternate,method was used which allotted ..
the projected college or schdol enroll‘ment’on the basis of the most recent .
(fall 1965) degree level-major history within the college or school.

The first“step in the alternate method was to record the most recent
histoTy’ of majors according to level of degree for each college or school. . 4
Next, for each college or schoql, the ratio of total graduates with a given

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

These ratios were used to allot the projected total graduate enrollment <+ .
within the collgge or school to the projected gragduate majors. Degfge
. aslevel was'then determined by the proportion of masters and doctoral can- R -
dadates in the most recent history previously recorded, in each college '
major. . .
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‘ . ., DATA KEPORTHG! e PR
‘\/ . .Y‘ " . ’}- - ' . ) . DA R . - T . “-\\\ .
. SO L Joseph L1ns . - .|,
) W1scon51n Coord1nat1ng Co'mnu}tee for Higher Educat1on ’ ) -
- . ? » ’ " ;‘ -~ 'q . - 1] * ' )“ - N -
/ ThlS gxpl‘kShbp has * g1ven us “an excellent overwewgcb)f 1nst}tut10nal research-- |
- el e g . .t - A ,,,‘ LS . -r .
research wh1ch broadly conce1ved results 1n self-studies of all of - .
- . . - 2 .-
. 1nst~1tut10nal operat1on Any and all subJect matter areas and.. the1r 1nterrela* “‘"‘
. . N ‘»\_ “ . n - e
P tionships are involved, -as well as the iinst1tut1onal phentele personnel Lt
T . 1’ u ; - : "\/
- and ‘organization. Its concérn reaches .the boundarles of the commumty, state ",
R N . . 3 .. N [ .~ c.";’ -7 o .
and nation. 3 v,: - . -0 A .
¢ - Each\'vg‘tam and for that matter ”%he ent1re ins’t1-tut10nal program 3 l/:,'
R . ¥ = C8 "
should be evaluated in terms of enrollment, faculty,effort budﬁe;,. space\ Tk
Ce & it AN
o ut1llzat10n class scheﬁuhng, teachlng\mefhads curncular needs,Jstudent] R TR
. fee penes R X
o, classification ach1evemé‘ﬁ.’£’; attmctmn of’students an{ fagmltyrfollow h T
ad n . =

-~ g -
stﬁdles of g duates contr1bu;;on to Qle national and iﬂtema:tlonal- effort 4

N~ e 4 -~ S
‘. t . B - - ., » ¢

" Int 1nst1tu\{on there musrt be 3 student-bbdx cmnpetent to prof1t from -
“"' cr . e, 5‘_ :

* the progran of mstnuctmnwaml by the same tpken, d1’sc1RC11nes wh1ch meet the by
oy - e, - bl i

i

v needs of the students. Therg mustwbe q,ualzfred and dedicated faculties.-

T

. T~
There must be wel; equ1pped labo atones*and class‘rcoms‘of' a.size conduc:.ve

.n-«.'_ AN

Powe. o I Rt
- to _most fru1tfu1 learmrrg and t operatwn of best xeachmg methods " There X
'7\: ¢ .~ ) e 2 oo
T mus t be a sense of secum’ﬁ« o the part. 01:' the faculty derﬁ/ed from adequate . |
- e eal v, R N
@, .o S - . s .- ' = e e . T
S B SRR U A e e R

‘ISome parts of this maéerml afe td’]n-oduccd’ w1%> permxssmn of the author,“ -
: from L. J. Lins. Methodology of Em‘ollmen]‘.' Profectidhs for.Colle $ and ) '“;
[MC Universitjes, Chapter v (Washington; D.'C;s Peblications Office Amer1can ( >

mducanon, Lopyright 19,60 by L. 97 L1ns)..1r‘. AR




T N . e , ' ol ’ B
salaries”, fringe benefits?] security o{ position, dnd rights of acaden}:{rée-
0 - 4 ! / - . bt N !
Y

*  dom.” ‘There must be money wisely budgeted and efficiently and effectiv
. ; o -~ <

s
e N A . ¢ - .
spént. There,must be public relations, programs alerting the public to the . '(
[} . NECTEN -

needs of higher educatlon. . o L e P N
- I'4 ‘n

M

/ In all of th),s, evaluatl‘pn is extremely 1mportant as a guide to conhnual .

rome

a
L3

S~
&

. 1mproveme?t,o'f agl. aspec‘?s of the 1nst1;ut10na1 ope~rat10n. Tlus Tequire

v

¥ basic program of 1n§t1tut10nal research affording a basis on wh1ch sound

- [y ° L""‘ ve

3
declslons can be made. Inst1tut10na1 research does not sup.plant the nee d/l

\

K

-
- ] - »

for soundgdmlnlstnative judgment; it make that Judgment better Lnfo;rmed§an
more 1ntelhgent. oY L e T S 2
. P .

v It 1§ 1mportant to col~1ect and analyze many types of data and to prgsent' 3

. .
those data n suc%l a way ‘that th!ay can be understood and used, ’ \ ; '

:

4

4 d K

Various techxuques of preseﬂtatxon should be used Some persons ard
\ 4
: [

able to rea,d ;ables with ease.® Other individuals see the data best when

i * o . . a-IL x .
presented ?.n d1ag§’ammat1c form. ’I‘he advantage of x: wrltten page accompanied
2ot K % kN .

. <

/
by a well;demgned clear graph is spmewhat synonymous to the advantage ‘Y' 1
‘ a presentat10n7 using audlo'v1sua; mater1als -rather than mere verballzanz‘\

-t 7

|
¥

. T oa

It has been found that visualized mater1a1 is faster, more dramatlc, and

~ . .

I'-
easier to remen%er‘ .- .o e Yoo H
. L < . . > . ,
¢ « . * .
. “ , o6, Y . \/‘ ) .

' Tables ' ., T2

. o e . }
4.
S ’ .The basu;‘ obJect1ve ‘of a table is to arrange and present data so t.he ’ )
*reader car grasp the matenals rap1d1y. .A tabwlar form is especc.’Pally useful

L J

when 1arge amounts of data ‘of varlous‘clas51f1cat1ons are presenteds A -
Al ’

3 . 4 ~ ’

: ¥ S L .. - , .
* table is perhaps mot the cleargst method of presenting material, but it I s
v * " - ° -

an efficient methed from the standpoint 'of number of pages in a volume and
y J .

of havmg vanous data located together for cempardtive purposes. Since
kY

.
[}

@ “Tanmy persons do not understand tolumns and TOWS of flgures and tb(refore'
ERIC . .- . R
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have d1ff1cu1ty in analyzmg a tab1e§4a clear written or verbal presentat1on

§-

. should accompany the“table. It must be remembered'that in a table the emphasis

. is upon understandability Zﬂd gaining the reader's attention. Therefore, the

table should be as simple ‘as possible and constmcted in such a way that the .

. ¢

reader is drawn to what 1s in the tab'le not to the artgrk wh1ch mlght sur-
- . 3 %,

E round the table! ] T, . 4 oL I
L - a v » ‘i"p - - .
" - N L. " S -0 ' - -~ \ .
: In a partxcular report, 1t is well“to.use a rather consisteént form for
-~ -, !
ot all tables. _The reader then knows what to expect in gomg from gre table to

. axrother and does not have to .study fornt before studym‘g content. However, .

-

. ., one should not fogpce material . into a particular, form where some other style

¢
»

R -

’mght be more: appropnate. ' . S S o P

7 . Tabulatlon is prefea:able to long paragraphs of’ numﬁzrs in the body of

u p

* a report for the reader generally is_ me concerned with conc1u51dns than-’ .

. . f
.

with minute detall. Not all statistical da.ta however, need be presentedg’

in tabular form, particularly 1f when presented in the vnttenlpart of the )

N report the d;ta contrlbute to the ana]&s1s an%d do not detract from }:he ea%e

,' " . } ..

cem - of readmg o - DR Tt LT
- o= W s 3 v s4 -
. A table should appear as ‘near as p0551b1e in *the text to“the Alscussmn
5 g T <! .

. ghat relates to it sn}g the prite purpose of the table is to give @ c1ear
: understandmg or 1nterpretat1on of what has been written." The table will -

follow the reference made- to it in the {ext; 1t may be on the follovnng ‘. ’
page if the page contalnlnlg&the reference w111 n\ot :ﬁ:commodate the ent1re .
Tt 1e. Reference should be by* table number and shouldll‘nclude Zthe page on
: y wh'i‘;:h"’the table appears 1f_that 'page is different fm”m the‘pfage on which
' reference is'made. It ‘1\5 clearer and'more \‘accuraote to state, "Table V-on )

v n

’

» .
- page 10 indicatés. . ." than "The following table indicates, . .

¥

v
i

. - Tdles most geherally are numbere_d/consecutiyely with Roman numerals o
. . . - s

. , - o - . , .
. Q throughout the report (See Table I).- The word'"table" is capitalized, and

TS L T dese
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ENROLLMEgT OF STUDENTS BY SEX, ENTRANCE
RSITY OF,
(End of Second Week of Instructlon)

THE UNIV

t

1

.4

TABLE I

e

v

S]A'IUS AND COLLEGE AND CLASS

SECOND SEMESTER. 1966-67

. . < LT j& >
Classification { - « . Summary Total o Men Vo4 Women ret
' © . Re-' Adv. Re=  Adv. Re-" Adv. i
. ' - Total | Cont. Ent, Stg. New'|l'Total |”Cont, Ent. Stg. New|| Total | Cont. Ent. Stg. ° New -
R K N BEE €. , vf-ﬂ“"_ - . ¢
COURSE N N .o N
Lettegs & Science .7,712 | 7,030 325 137 220'| 4,834 | 4, 355 ® 249 /841 146} 2,878 | 2,675 76 _, 53 74 '
Agricilture b« 1,299 ] 1,188 34 26 w510 1,229 1,126 30v 25 48 70 62 4 1 3 0°
", Home-Economics 502 <478 -- 9 8 - T - B, , - -- 502 478 9 8 7
* Commeffce -~ _ 795 745 20 . 21 . 745 | « 698 -20: 8 19 * 50 47 VS 2
¥ducation "1,749( 1,474 11229 134 761 591 .61 9 100 988 883 /—gm 20 34
= Engineering - 2,863+ -2,578 134 64, 87) 2,849 ,2,5{)4 134 64 87 14 14 2o b e Ly
.*& Nursing 281 259 12 -8 2 -- -- -- -~ 281 259 %12 8 2
., Plrarmacy- N 264} . +254 5 2 ..°3 231 | 4. -2 ., 2] _ 33 31 1 == 1
Y Law . 491" <« 450 27 14. ,; 485 z& 26 7 14 vy 6. 5 17 - 7 .-
» Medicine 332 332, --_ --al.l- 308 M TamY e - 24 24 -- -2 =
. Auditors 51 2 1 2% -- C2p 1 -- 1 c--ff” 31 1,,.1 n --
TOTAL - -16,293| 14,790 * 679 299 <525 11,444 10,311 524 207 402]| 4,849 | 4,479 155 92 .123
CLASS X AN A Ry fl, . » -
““Graduates 4,046} .53,491 179 - ;3;7;9» 34329, );;,,;Sé 1138 --. 309 717 - 609 141 .- 67
s Proféssionals 823 782 ;27 14 .05 793 -753-, 26 14 -- 300 29 1 -- Lo *
* .., Seniors . J2,8771 2,737 128 25 -4 1,9897: ‘1 ;878 . .90 = .21 -- 888). 86 28 4 -z
+y. Juniors L“ 2,760] 2,54 101 . 95- w .-} 1,879 1 729, 379, 71 _0ojf, 881y 835 22 . 24.. -- .
“’Sophomores  '# 2,666| 2,434%41 91 V.Y 1, 664 1, 4§9 107 /758 -] 1,002 935 34 33, --
" Freshmen ‘3,057 27750 97 ‘6l 21_59 1,768 “1,557 38 —93]| 1,289 1,193 17" 23 56
Specials* 64| . 357-16 13 4L 221 13 4 ‘s .- 42 22 12 8 . -- "
L] N v : 2 d - . ot
. ToTAL 167293| 14,7908679 299 525 11,444 10,311 524 207 402)| 4,849 44479 155 .92 123
. . N ~ - y N . . . Y LI N 4 ’ ~ R
E \[‘C(Special s:ﬁ( not classii:fied by g o 1 O - \ . a1
K : * . N Lo [
e I . : »
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\‘.. both the word and the number are centered above the°‘tab}1e This is fol'lowed

’ two vertdical spaces below, by /ble 1tle (centered abo\/e/the table) and '
with all words in capttal letters. If_tHe t1tle is more than.one hne 1“’9
o o
)tength, it 1s «pre.ferable to us¢ an 1nverted pyramid form; that is, each . % e

successive line should be shorter than the prev1ous line. Complete segments

of the titlé appear on a line; phrases, for e;(amp‘le, should not be broken
4 b
-
R -between lines. The t1tle .should designate what is to be found ‘in. the table

and *ould proceed from the genera1° (or populat1on) to the part1cular and
-2

M

time. Thus the t1tle generally will be in. the or’der of: what, classified

-‘how, ‘the 16cation, and the time, A headnote, enclosed in parentheses and
NE - ~ h ~

: appeanng between the title ‘and the top rule of t'he table, may be app;-opr1ate
° [ ' . . - N

in qu 11fy1ng, or expla1n1ng, the title Zr/zhe table as a whole In‘contrast,

a table footnote generally qua11f1es or explains a spec1f1c cell, line,

a . * .
column, Or segment.’ . o ‘e ,
- . }

Ordinarily tahles of only two columns would not be ruled either verfically

-

)

or hor1zontally but the column heads would be , mnd rl1ned. Note the format

- -~ N

ot of Ta{le. g Tables,of more “than two columns should be ruled wlthoa hor1-

? zontalﬂdouble rule at the top, s1ngle horizontdl fule‘betweén th\e head or
) heads and the body, and a s1ngle hor1zontal rul: at the/end of the tab,le - o F
o " The m1n1m1;m vert1cal ru\les are those whlduseparate the,stub frop the fleld -
' of the table and the segments of the f1eld‘from one another Where segments
.o cons1st of several columns and these' are separate‘d by rules, there Shc{’“ld be i} )
a doublt vertical rule between the' ‘segments. . ,
. \“ ‘ { ’ /‘.\
: - o
kS .- ‘}sg 4 _ . . s
. .

. Q . . ' 3+
EMC' . ’ . '/1'8,‘
ot oo o




N~ v - ¢ ’ ©
ry - «
> . A . .&' -«
. v TABLE- 11 ' ' S
oo ) ~ - . L
- * THE MAJOR PARTS OF A TABLE et .
e ,Table No. ; <"
Table Title ‘.
. ) ) —— - (Headnote) . * IS
~ ’ : ~ R
Stub —___ g _Seguent _ _ _ - '
l | ‘ / - }1 ‘ N ’
4 % 2 47 . a e N
M - "~
. 1 | - - I . 3 T
Stubhead* | ~__Spanner Head ) * Spanner Head -
| _I|'Total[" .Col.”Head Col. Head || Total] Col. Head Col. Head
» % T — L2
DIVISION HEAD —— —|f — . ‘ ‘ : SR
v Line Caption B, 1{
Line Caption IL . “ . P
Line Captien 0 0 LI ¢ 3 ‘
g < a : L L MK S 4
. /.. ']( U . - : ‘: ]
TOTAL LINE cApTION || M o Wl ecenn ” o
. -y : = . - ) .
‘DIVISION HEAD' - , e A
Line Caption , ¢ Y ‘s o
. Lif® Caption . iR ) P ROW . 4 > .
Line Caption . - N I S T -
. TOTAL LINE CAPTION B R -
] N - <
TOTAL * * 7 ]‘ , Cell] o
. ¢ |‘ __________ e e —_ n _Q- 1 -
*Fpotndte - = T8y CField T oTde TR
. It is we11 to keep ease ‘of reading in m1nd Unlesé there is a good oY
- & i ‘u
reason to the contraf‘ the table should have nelther a vertlcai rule for
b .
N each Yolum nor a horlzdntal rule fbr each’ row; these tend to«attract.attqn-
- o tion away from the numbers 1n the tabl*““"ﬁlf there are long columns of '
- .
e numberg, they should be broken periodically. with an extra type ‘space in T,
order to prov1de a gu1de in following a line across the table and to break
- ‘. . ' Tt
up the blackness of. the page .o - PRI i N
- ¢ \.' 1'1 .
Each column headlng should be centered w1th1n the space allotted to L
) 83}‘ N . - «

the respectlve column. Abbrev1at10ns can be psed throughout the table if

ERIC. - . .
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- 4

“ these are’ standard abbrev1at10ns which are understood*; or if the abbrevia-

5 -

&,
. t1ons are explamed in’a footnote to~she table. sIt is often convenlent to

k]

-

<

L]

r.

s

number the colums~in add1t10n'to having a column head since this may

fac1;l1tate reference in the text to the, par,tlcu.lar items.

R
LI ¢ 3

of a segment (See Exhlbrt I, each

sthctly to J\ne%hlgher lev&l,

)

- .
P 4

1

for exagple: LY

¢ : .o
. Correct Heading -
’ -

[

-

In the headings

ower head 'should refer solely and

- ’

M ‘

. _ CEXHIBIT I . .

.
v - . -
’ . - . a R

A Residence [ 3 % .3 Restidence
Resident Ma) &, # \* < * Female
Male . Female . ¢5,— Non-Res. | Res.  Non-Res.

]

- A x

.
Kl

. -

Footnotes to a table should appear 1nnned1ate1y below the _table while

£
.

l'u?

footnotes‘for;a wntten page’ are logated at""the Uotto{m of the page. It is,

acceptable, 'J.f the‘re

asterisk (*) and/or
T ote

table, superstr:. t>

dagger ™.

report footnote re

R ol
3 »

N

scrIpt numbers. . .

- ' ’ g" .
"t Char

- .

\

vul;L use ‘:he t 3

r-;‘., ' v#‘h"

I

;:s&mght be moré api?rogpate. “In the text of the

ex;ences are 'numberéd conSecutn"e%y and appear as super-
.

o]

raph:.c resentat1on

0>_..— -

not more than two ~footnotes foz; a table to use an

- j-
@
f there are nume&ous footnotes for a

)‘.

y o~

. ' e

N 2
.

~ - ‘

ﬂ

T Graphg ) ) . T

,

"'grap " frequently are uSed 1nterchangeab1y. I

q: graph' (Properly the word "chart"

~

is con51dered as 'amo;re ge eral jerms than the word "graph" and Jpcludes

-~ *

< fly

. graphs, maps, -ppsters ‘y:,;tu
;1‘

.
repr€sentat10ns of" nmnei‘zcﬁl data wh1ch reveal “important

the data.

A graph ma,y e ;v trends,,

'Ihe major ‘purpese of é’ graph 15

es, dragrams and car@oons. Graphs are v1sua1

S

-

relat1onsh ips in
V&

o,r 11: may show rvanatmns from a norm.

. ! e “

to present comparatlve quantitative

O -

. Q
EMC nformat1on qt,uckly and snmply Graphs should be easy “to read amd, therefore -
. ~ B g 5

: - ) . Q L l& 1.-"\ ! r@ Q '
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‘

EEEN

sVould not be very complex. When a complex system of numerical data is

3

portrayed\ it is better generally to have a serles of simpler graphs rather
than one .intricate comp051te graph. If a comp051te graph is necessary, ;

1t shou{d be preceded by a ser1es of sgaportlng graphs‘ -
. - - ) ' .

e

N

Bar Graphs

- iy 13
& R ~

N Hor%zontal bar graphs and :olunm bar graphs are one’—d1méns:,ona1 al}hough

the’ bar

»
*
>

. 'Y
1 to the dﬁ‘ta; the value or magnitude is

.
EaaN

N

. 17

is shown»to have w1dth ’I‘h!mdth of

A col};mﬂ %:aph is identical in purpose

.
-~

vérti cal.

°

tosm hdri.zoi\tal graph; the difference

the barshas no re1at1onsh;p

determined by the otk of th(e bar.

\

;.

-t

RS

e

)

.

O
| '[E
L

<

. oo .
“.is that ‘,the'bars/of a column 8 ap”re

* shading)
" the

th

.
‘Plane and Volume Graphs

RIC

-~ 2

. Bar graphs are 6f

tfo gener'al
1ength each bar rep/e enting 100 per cent or some oth'er unit, and (2)«-.a

.

graph w1th bars of'var1ed lengths and w1th each bar representing an amount - -

. POy .

of a caﬂf’gory Each bar may be.dlvu%wd‘s‘haded to’ show the relative

N A 174
amount o}sthe elements of which the total of the bar .1‘5 composed n -

.

. & 5 ¢ -
oo It & reco/ end d that ,a carefully planned. scale and .a_key .(to_the
7 ' P -

} . ... .
There is no rule as to the width. of
4

- o, . - .

P} " . S
themselves or the width of the spaee between bars. ‘A "rule-of;« N

e included with the graph.

! is/ that the width® of the bars is detex:rhined by the size' and charac-
. S » .

téristics of the' graph and' that the width of the space between bars should

- » . -

be- about orie-half the width of a bar.
3 o~

’

N o
. - * .

A plane graph is two- d1men51qng;_~hile a volume graph is three-

dimensignal. " Unless one understands the construgfion of and computation for
= . C L >
proportional representation in these graphs, it is advisable to re1)7'on a

one:dmenslonal form s'i‘nce the representatlon 145 Jpore easuy d'rawn proportlonal
. T H' "« ¢ -

,’ r 19\)' o .

1) a gra'}y‘n with all bars of equal 3




{ °
to the amount, " If a plane graph or volume graph is used, it is 1mportant

-

0 to keep in mnd that the areg/or volume represents. the amount. An amount -

. twice the size of a square, for example, would be represented by a square -

.

. with each shie multiplied by ‘the square root -of two. Doubhng Sach side

would multiply the amount by four; tripling each side would multiply ‘the
> ¢ : »

A s 6
‘@ amount by nine. ™ . .. .

* -

-,

“

A multi-diiixensional ‘bar graph pictui‘e.d on a flat surface to gigle the |
1llus'10n of depth is not a volume graph. 1t does give a certain "lifef “to
‘¢ s

\ o the presentatlon to have hars w1th "perspect1ve, an 111u$1on of dep(h

v 12

— . If this conceals rather than points “out the faé:s, it wou\ld be ther

. ) ?ely on a 51mple bar graph Graph I illustrates thls point.. »\
. In F1gure 1, the regceding depth g1vés the¢ 1mpre‘ss¢on that the amounts’
> »r--

are three 1m1ts h1gher th.an they actually are. ,The f:,rst block, under 90 .
——

-

units high, -is -made to appear llke 93.

[y

3

® In Figure 2“the true relationships between the form bars are obsNed‘

T by depth and hadow Which do you think 1s larget, B or C? You may be

. -
7, surprised, unless %e made an error in drawing, thaff B and’ C are exactl).'

the' same h{ught , ye is de£enseless agaJ.nst this type of graphi.ng ) .

. */ whfch "dresses up" 1nfomnat10n beyond reoogmtlor? s N ‘
" Eye appeal i$ used in some advertisements *to attract attention; h\owever, .
‘ 1n so domg’ attentlon often is drawn from, rather than to, the facts. It “} ’
e . , :
’ is important to present~ the data in*such’a way that the data will e under-
stood 1f color, mult1 d.1men51onal grap‘hs“, and superfluous art work hldg .
the’ a‘f:tual ifata,gthe investigator has-defeated his purpose. ¢ . - :
SN . - . . L0
.= . Linear Graphs " | ) c DN
A f‘ ‘ . .. The moét_,common type of graph for presen.ti'n-g time series is the linea? L
, Q graph in <wh1ch the plqtted pomts are Jomed consecutively by straight lines ) Fx
EMC/ ’ o o ld ’ 191 ‘- R !
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to form a continuous line movement or curve. We will briefly consider two

‘types of . linear graphs:

v . 1
4nd (2) those presented in semilogarithmic or ratio form.

In determining the type of gf‘aph to be used, one is concerned with the

meaning of the data, the purpose of the chart,

chart is directed.

-

Rectilinear Coordinate Graph:

-3

.

* ‘referred to as a Cartesian coordinate or rectang

L}

f

»

- ’
A rectilinear coordinate graph sometimes is

u{ar, graph. A rectilinear

coordinate system consists of 'four quadranfs:.

+The X (abscissa) axis is

. ]
(1) those presented in rectilinear coordinate form .

and thé audience to whom the .

The four'

horizontal; the Y (ordinate) axis is perpendicular to the X axis.

v

E

.
)

quadl;ants formed by the ‘intersection (origin of coordinates) and extension .

)

of the two axes are:

-

-

Quadrant I

Qhadrant “11
Quadrant III

. Quadrant IV

l

- X values positive and Y values positive.

- X values negative and Y valuejpositive.

- X values negativeand Y values' negative.

- X values positive-and Y values negatwe.

Occasionally,

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Quadrant I is used almost exc1u51,ve1y in graphing.

quadrant IV and qu'adgant I may be used together in order to display values

of a directional nature, that is, both pos1t1ve and negative valyes of the

»

dependent or Y var1ab1e.

,variable; in graphinggthis is frequently the variable of time.

The X scale generally represents the independent

~

The base line on all rectilinear coordinate graphs should be zero

except where for good reason some other reference value is more appropriate.
. ~ ;

. * - 13 I3
This occurs,.for example, when an index is used and the first year is’

< . - -

represented by an index of 100 and all other dirdex values exceed 100; in

~ this case the baZt line would be 100. In order nbt to misrepresept the

- . . . . ‘s L ¥
visual picture, the zero %ase line is important; without it the-data appéar
1 ] ,

distorted. , ,

’ 193
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"in the text.

» .

[y . .

- .,

JIf ithis absolute1y~necess,ar§' to omi‘t part of the axis scale, the

“ M \ i

breaking of the gr1d must be clearly indicated on the graph and explained
i
~A gr1d is the area composed of coordinate rulings.

Some producers of graphs attempt to present a very dramat"?‘ p1cture}

of change and thereby distort the data. If one wants to show. a gredt.vertical

change, it is only necesséry to enlarge the vertical scale and/or shorten

N -

the horizontal scale. If one desires to demonstrate a small amount of change
. -~y . . -

% . .
in the dependent variable, he can lengthen the X’'scale and/or shorten the

Y scal‘e

ThlS is 111ustrated by Graph II. Note the effect in Figure 1 and

Figure 2 when the vertical "scale is doubled and the horizontal scale is kept

the same; also note the foect in Figure 3-when the horizantal scale i
3 , o ', ° a .

n

doubled and the vertical scale is kept the same. . -

. ' 4
. g‘
/ The producer of graphs should use a lot of good common sense in the

scaling. .

Each graph should be planned individually accordmg to the

.

special

characteristics of the data and the particular use to which the graph is to

.~

be put.

It shotlld always be kept in mind that the perSon looking 4t the ’

graph may be'swayed by a first impre,ssion and may not take the time for an

B

educated analysis.

£

¢

> -

Index GraE};: An index graph is pot a ¥ué type of graph. 'The index can

S . .
. be presented on rectilinear coordifaté axes or by means of a bar graph.
) X A\ A

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC.

Whereas an arithmetic graph represents an absolute\amount, an index™compares

-

relative growth or decline with reference to the same sta

¢

base period.

ing point or 2

the amount for each subseque

The base is 100;

period is divided by the amount for the base period and multiplied by 100.

The two time series of enrollments for the univetsity campuses of Table III

would be represented by two 11nes quite a distance apart on an anthmetlc

scale but would'begin from the saxﬂe base, 1961- /62 on an 1ndex scale. f ‘

194 ;

‘ Ty

.i}‘?_

./'

(or preceding)

N

’

'
v

A




GRAPHK I,

EFFECT Of ENLARGING AXIS SCALES

. IR
3
-

5

" Figure 2

/

7

p




+ ~ - ~ * '
. . TABLE III )
ENROLLMENT, CAMPUS A AND CAMPUS B OF UNIVERSIT/\ X
. FALL SEMESTERS -1961-1966 . .
! . ]
. . Campus A Campus B )
“Year Enroll. In¥ex* ~ Enroll. . Index* . ™
1966-67 . 18,150 131.7 . 5,355 1663 .
196566 b 16,960 123.1 Y 4,890 151.9
1964-65 15,710 _ '114.0 " 4,18 - 129.9
1963-64 ° 15,185 110.2 3,885 120.7 .,
1962-63 - 14,500 . 105.2 3,460 107.5
1961-62 . . 13,780 100.0 3,220 © . 100.0
R - [ '
*Index 1961-62 = 100. , ©t t
’ . | 4 ' \

Card should be taken in the i‘nterp_retatio}i of index data.’ It is true
. ° that the fall 1966 enrollmeit of Campus B is 66.3 per. cent higher than the
. L ) ’ ,
fall 1961 enrollment (166.3"- 100.0). But it is not correct that the enroll-
; - ;

ment of Campus B in 1966, for example, is I4.4 per cent hi:gher than that of

1965 (166.3 - 151.9); the actual i’ncreasegofal%é over 1965 is 8.5 per cent.

. . . A1 5 . :
) The comparison is only in terms of the base or index year.

-

Semilogarithmic or Ratio Graph: .. The semilogarit};mic graph is ‘a graph in <.
which the horizontal axis is divided into equal or arithmetic rulings whyle - .
the vertical axis is divided into logarithmic Tulings. 1¥is superior for

most purposes to either an arithmetic or index presentation. An arithmetic

‘<

. , - . .
line graph represents only change in absolute amounts; an 1;1dex‘graph E:om- : .

< pares only relative growth or’l decline with reference to a bdse ‘period; a a '
semiloé:;rithmic graph repres'ent§ both absolute amouit an& i'elaFive change : '

- at the same time. . e - A

1)

One need c;nly understand a Few basic principles.of ‘common logaritlzms, .

B
.

Wi, N .
that is), logarithms to ‘the base 10,° to be able to construct a semilogarithmc
L]
. N -
iraph'. In thé equation 10% = N (written in exponential form),,the expopent
. . [ P «

» » 3
T x is the logarithm of N. In ldgarithmic form, log N'= x. Therefore_ﬁ_t’lole
. Q o - ' 4 ' - 2t e T
+ ERIC : . 196 S
e . TN . " 186 cf ‘
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-

logarithm of 1 = 0; of 10 = 1; of 100 = 2; of 1000
ro! = 10; 10?2 = 100;'%03 = 10Q0; etc.). A logarithm consists of two parts:

i \ 4

3; ete. (100 = 1;

part, of the logarithm. Since copcern here is only w1th po:1t1ve values

of logarithms; ‘only the case of N being greater than 17 w111 be considered;

°

in this case the characteristic of log N 1s ope less than the number of

~ digits 1in the integral part of N. For example, the characteristic of 5.24
' . - ) :

1s 0; of 52.4 is 1; of 524 1s 2; etc.

N

&

,The mantissa of the logarithm of a number 1f independent of the decimal

*

w bpoint in the’huhbé; and depends only upon the significant digits in the.

. - number 1herefore, 1f the characterlstlc and mantissa are comb1ned, it is

found from a table of logarithms that log 5.24 = 0,71933; log 52.4 = 1.71933;

/v log 524 = 2,71933; etc. ’

. -

In the construction of a semilogarithmic E&1d, only the logarithmic -

vaLue§ from 1 to 10 are required. It is noted that a rectilinear coordinate

.

‘grid begins with zero; a logerlthmic grid begins with-multiples of 10,

1.e., 0'1: 1, 10, 100, 1000, etc., since the logarithm of 0 is minus.infinity.

. . L
. Each suctessive logarithmic grid (cycle or tier) is identical to the
. ~ \
. " prev1ous one e¢xcept that the correspond1ng division in each suctessive grid

is 10 times that of the respective d1v151on in the previous grld One final
‘concept 1s necessary : the common logarithm (loéarlthm to the base 10), of
N ,a number 1s the antllogarlthm of the number's e§ponent (log 1= 0 aritilog 0 =
1; log 10 = 1, antlleg 1.- 10, etc.). The logarithmic value thus can be ;'
plotted on a 11near scale by using the values' on the top of page 189 The

width between each division is determined by the valué of the logar1thm while

the de51gnatxon is that of the ant110gar1thm =

Q . v . .
ERIC ~ . o e

- ~
s . ~ ' . .

(1) the character1st1c or 1ntegra1 part and (2) the mantissa, or fractlonal




:l'he range of the antilogarithm for one cycle is 1 to 10; for the second

C)'C].?'lt is 10 to lpo;iefor the _thi‘rd cycle it is 100, to 1'000; étc. In
BA graphing, one’ can have the base line as the begu;nlng ofy any cyclg. frhe
respective distances between each division 6f a cycle ‘are shown 1n the sem;-
' logari(;hmi'c, grid of Graph FII. ; . . : ~ )
-

PR .

-

. Note that the horizontal scale is divided rnto egual divisions of time.

» 1
,The vertical scale is-divided according to the logarithmic value\q{ the .

\ .
4

‘antilogarithm. This.1s a method of setting up one's own semilogarithmic -
\e . .

g\rid. Semilogarithmic paper can be purchased commercia‘ll)?, but it has .the
v .

disadvantage of all gtid lines being printed. It is useful in settrng up

-~

B ¢ : -
the graﬂx, but the complete prinféd grid detracts from the line formed from )
\ A 3 :

. ) . .. . ’
the values of tHe two_ variables. It also is somewhat 1nf1eX1gle; however,
) ' - P

- .
cycle sizes can be purchased.
+ -

< semilogarithmic paper rh various ,

’ »

Comparison of Arithmetic, Index, and Semilogarithmic Graphs: To add meaning -
~% T T . \ -

to the differences in arithmetic, index, and semlogarithmic presentations, ’

the data of Table IV are plotted in Graph IV. Projected enrollments for thd * ‘

, T . . e L > .
two campusgs of ’ same institution dre shown on an arithmetic, on an index, *

~ A

and on’ a logarithmic scale. The two former are parts of rect&lineaf coqrdinate

F

graphs and'tile latter\is a part.of a semilogarithmic gr"{iph with the X-axis =~ «

in all cases 'l‘)é‘ing divided arithmetically accordyto the variable of time. ¢
¢ ' . . o . ’ J" - .
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el o TABLE IV. ' , ‘

. : PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS OF €AMPUS T AND_ CAMPUS 11

N OF STATE ‘UNIVERSITY X,,1966-1975 ;;\§_¢);// .

» <

i
kY . . . - - - .
N \) . . R . AT

. N Campus I ° - Campus II
Fdll Term ) Enroll. Index* Enroll. Index* .
1975-76 11,300 g 211.2 29,400 162.0
1974-75 13,000 + 205.6 ' | -38,500 157.0
1973-74 . 10,300 192.5 . 26,900 148.2 .
1972-73 . 9;600 179.4 25,500 140.8 . .
1971-72 s 8,900 166.3 = I . 23,900 " 131.7
1970-71a 8,125 151.9 - 22,350 123.1 '
1969-70 .. 6,950 129.9 T 20,700 7 114.0

. 196 8-69 ) 6,450 = 120.6 20,000 110.2 '
196 7-68 ) 5,750 107.5 | 19,100 105.2 :
1966-67 . 5,350 100,0 - 18,150 100.0 )

) | M .
_*Index 1966-67 = 100. N ) ’

°

- - .
N .

‘The arft(metic scale (rectil%negr cbordinate graph) indicates that the
ndﬁér&cal change for Campus II €£an be expected to be gfeater ;han for > //
{; Caﬁpus I. It cannot be determineéieasily whether the rate of change is«g . /
greatef or less. In other words, if instructional cost is directly related

to enrollment, this graph wouid_not‘indicate the relgtive:ipcreases in instruc- l ‘

*

£ -

* tional cost ngeds.

TS

" The index scale (rectilinear coordinate graph) shows that Campus I can
be ;xpecied to grow‘;élatiuely more rtapidly than Campus II on the basis of
(' .

the enrqllment of 190 67. It does not show the<amount of expected growth.
' s e ;
In fact, unless a.person observes-carefully, he may interpret this graph to

3

mean that both campuses had equal enro}lments in 1966-67 but that the expected

agmount of incyease for Campus I is grealer than for Campus II.

. M N

“ihe loga;ithmic scale kéemilogarlthmic graph) shows both relative change
¥ ’ '

) and amount of change, On this graph, one notes that both campuses can expec% ) ?}

growtﬁ,,that Campus I is e;gected t6 grow relatavely faster than Campys II,

N -
- ) Rut that a greater numerical growth can be expected on Campus I than on Campus I.
Qo - v .

We /T 20
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. apounts for cqual vertical distances.

. : o4
It is assumed by some that, since a semilogarithmic graph shows both
) . .

rate of changg and amount of change, 1t 1s the best graph to usc and should
; e

be used for all purposes. This.1is not true for if it 1s desirable. to show

' + =
. 1Y . ? .
only the amount Qf change, an arithmetic graph presents a truer prcture of

1]

.
the change--a pi'cturcavhach also 1s easier to interpret. One nptes tmmedi-
. 4

-

[ . - . . o
ately that on a.scmiloegarithmic grdph ‘a small vertical change at the top of

the graph represents a mud1 largeﬂ amount than a small vertical change at
w
The gr1d of Graph 111 "demonstrates fhesd relative

the Bottom of the graph.

o4
o

! t
The vertical distance from 1 to
. .

5

is- equal to the vertical distance from 2 to 4 and is”cqual to the vertical
& .

Ce

distance from 4 to 8, yet the actuyal amount 1n cach-of thesc verticdal

e . .

.t

‘00

3

divisions is double the amount of the previous division.
.

In case both the amount and the rate of change are important, 1t 1s
i .

recommended that an arithmetic graph and a semilogarithmic graph be con-
LY .o

. _ : . .
structed ‘for the, data and presented side by side for the reader.

* - A Word of Advice .

. AR
DY

If the data aré to

The method of presentation df data 1s important.

be useful,

o

to which the data are. addregsed.

tn

those data should be understood Ly the geader,
’ . -

"

O

or by-the audiencte,

.
.

All too frequently it 1s said that statistics are unlnterestrng “and

/
meanlngless.

not the end 1n themselves.

Analysis
Al

is very significa

Statistics aré¢ the’tool,
~

in en11ghtened administrative decisions.

I feel very

strongly that poo %

<

"confused by statiisti c?

.

Q e rstandabl

One of the prime pr1nq1plcs 1n data reporting 1s that the materials

shoul& be presented Candldly and honestly.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

>

"

.

’,

192

reportrng procedure is the reason so many people are

<

-

El

The presentation should be.

P
e to the persops who are expected 'to use the report therefore

202

]

%




P

[

.
.

.+ No matter how carcfully research 1% d_one,

o EAR

thq reporf with its accompanying tab*}-es and graphs should be "cfystal :clear."

- "%

. >

arc not presentgd in a succinct and comprehensible manner,

\

1f the technique- and the results

.

persens’ who have

the respbnsib' Jty\for final decisrons may distrust and perhaps disregard

the genetalizations and conclusions.
.

.

[mc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i .

subject, to Tiotice.

‘ .

Admnistrators and governing boards are confrgnted with many claborate

repoxts, .cach day ©
¥ L]

therefore,

come to their deshks;
S -

« ..

A4 .

1f the report can be brief,

Alsp, an attractive and well pre’sented

It 1s impossible for them to read all the

~
.

may sconvey a thought which might not be understood even afte
. "

15
»
Lmaﬁ‘erials whigh

1t 1s.morel”

hart or graph

any minutes

. 1
of verbalization or many pages of written material. One shob\dk;?)an to

provide a carefully preparcd'summ_ary~ ih addition to the :cpmplete report.

Many persons will read the summary only. . ’ ' e
. »
. ) . . .
. - . I ) -
] '4 Q« 0
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